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FOREWORD 


How much use has been made of the compulsory patent licensing 
provisions in the antitrust decrees which were entered during the years 
1941-57? This is a question that the Senate Judiciary Subcom- 
mittee on Patents, Trademarks and Copyrights set out to answer in 
an investigation carried on with the cooperation of the Antitrust Divi- 
sion of the Department of Justice. The results of the study are set 
forth in this report. 

The investigation, begun by Marcus A. Hollabaugh, former Chief 
Counsel of the Subcommittee, was concluded under the supervision of 
Robert L. Wright, the present Chief Counsel. Although the finished 
report is based largely on the work of Mr. Hollabaugh and his associ- 
ate, Ephraim Jacobs, the present subcommittee staff participated in 
and accepts the responsibility for the conclusions expressed. Prior 
to its publication the report was submitted to both the Antitrust 
Division of the Justice Department and to the Patent Office, where 


‘ helpful comments were received from Robert C. Watson, Commis- 


sioner of Patents, and Mr. William Kilgore, Chief of the Judgment and 
Judgment Enforcement section of the Antitrust Division. 

This report represents the first publication of the efforts which have 
been made by the Patents Subcommittee and the Antitrust Division to 
determine what the practical effects of these antitrust decrees have 
been. It lists in the appendix all of the decrees which were the subject 
of iis Sty together with the kind of patent provisions contained 
in each. 

In addition to a survey of the extent to which patent licenses were 
actually sought and granted under these compulsory licensing provi- 
sions, the report contains an account of all the judicial proceedings 
which have been brought to determine royalty rates. This resume 
should be extremely helt to all persons interested in the adminis- 
trative problems which arise when compulsory patent licensing is 
judicially decreed. The report includes a series of concrete recom- 
mendations and suggestions for improvements in the procedures by 
which antitrust decrees with patent provisions are negotiated and 
enforced. It notes that substantially all of the decrees in which no 
licensing actually occurred as a result of the decree provisions were 
consent decrees and there was no opportunity for a judicial appraisal of 
the relationship of the patents involved to the antitrust law violations 
that the decree was supposed to remedy. The report suggests that in 
such consent decree negotiations the Department may have been rely- 
ing upon patent licensing relief to remedy restraints on competition 
which, if a trial had occurred, might have been shown to be restraints 
more appropriately dealt with by other antitrust remedies. 

While no legislation is recommended, the report concludes that in 
any situation in which the Antitrust Division is unable to obtain 
adequate relief against an industrial monopoly, the Department of 
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Justice would be well advised to lay its problem before the Congr 
Thus consideration could be given to appropriate keeidativa te yelief 
before the Department grants the practical immunity from more 
drastic relief that generally results from the entry of a consent decree 
granting inadequate relief. 
JosepH C. O’Manoney, 
Chairman, Subcommitiee on 
Patents, Trademarks, and Copyrights, 
Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate. 
Fusrvuary 19, 1960. 
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COMPULSORY PATENT LICENSING UNDER 
ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


I. INTRODUCTION 


During the period from August 1941 to January 9, 1959, there were 
107 judgments (13 entered in litigated cases and 94 by consent) filed in 
civil antitrust cases brought by the U.S. Government, in which so- 
called “patent relief” was obtained against alleged antitrust violators. 
Generally this relief has been in the form of a requirement that the 
defendant license, on a reasonable royalty basis, its existing and future 
patents (those acquired within a specified time after the entry of the 
judgment) in the field of the alleged violation. In a relatively few 
instances, but involving two notable judgments—Western Electric ! 
and R.C.A.2—the defendants have been compelled to license certain 
of their patents on a royalty-free basis. In a handful of cases, the 
judgments required the “dedication” of specified patents which had 
been misused in the antitrust violation.’ And in a few other cases 
there have been limited injunctions against the enforcement of misused 
patents. 

The compulsory licensing requirement has become one of the most 
common forms of relief in antitrust cases. In an address before the 
Section on Antitrust Law of the American Bar Association, the Chief 
of the Judgments and Judgment Enforcement Section of the Antitrust 
Division stated: 


The ordinary type of relief in cases of patent misuse is in 
most instances the imposition of a duty upon the patentee to 
license his patents in the field of the antitrust violation. In 
the majority of cases the patentee is allowed to charge and 
receive reasonable royalty.® 


The Justice Department has adhered during the past 15 years to a 
policy of insisting upon compulsory licensing relief where patents 
have been involved in the alleged antitrust law violation, or where it 
regards this kind of relief as necessary to the restoration of a competi- 
tive situation. 

This study was undertaken to determine how effective compulsory 
licensing in antitrust judgments has been “in opening industry to 
competition, and what practical problems have arisen in the admin~ 
istration of such compulsory licensing.’ 


__1 United States v. Western Electric Co., Inc., and American Tel. & Tel. Co., (Civ. 17-49, D.N.J.), consent 
judgment entered Jan. 24, 1956. 
oF ee States v. Radio Corporation of America (Civ. 97-38, 8.D.N.Y.), consent judgment entered Oct. 
3 After trial, Judge Forman entered a judgment in United States v. General Electric Company, et al. (82 
F. Supp. 753, D.N.J. 1949, 115 F. Supp. 835, D.N.J. 1953), requiring dedication of certain patents in the 
incandescent lamp field. 
4 See for example, United States v. The National Cash Register Co., et al., (S.D. Ohio), judgment entered 
boat) the judgment entered Apr. 11, 1946 in United States v. Western Precipitation Corp., et al. 
5 Proceedings of the Antitrust Section of the American Bar Association, Apr, 1-2, 1954; p. 115. 
¢S, Rept. 1464, ‘Review of the American Patent System,” 84th Cong., 2d sess. 
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As pointed out in our study No. 19 by Dr. Fredrik Neumeyer, 
“Compulsory Licensing of Patents Under Some Non-American 
Systems,” no appreciable compulsory licensing of patents has actually 
occurred in this country except as such licensing has been required in 
antitrust suits brought by the Government. The practical results 
of these antitrust decrees are, therefore, of great interest to persons 
primarily concerned with patents as well as to those concerned with 
antitrust law enforcement. This is the first publication resulting from 
studies made by the antitrust division and this subcommittee to de- 
termine the results of the compulsory licensing provisions of these 
decrees taken as a group. 

An appraisal of the competitive effects of specific decrees selected 
from this group has been made by the George WashingtonUniversity 
Patent Foundation, in a research project headed by George Frost 
and Prof. S. Chesterfield Oppenheim.’ They have undertaken to 
answer the broad question of whether competitive developments in 
the affected industries would have been significantly different, absent 
these decrees. This subcommittee, however, has made no attempt to 
assemble the very exhaustive economic data that would be necessary 
for such a comprehensive judgment, which also involves speculative 
economic and ieahmniagicst assumptions. 

The questionnaires which form the basis of the subcommittee’s 
study were designed primarily to elicit the facts which would show 
what, if any, action was taken pursuant to the compulsory licensing 
provisions of the antitrust decrees entered prior to June 1, 1957. No 
selection was made among the antitrust decrees available for study, 
and questionnaires were sent to all of the defendants who were then 
subject to a compulsory patent licensing decree. Complete replies 
were received from the defendants in 81 of these cases. The main 
aim of this study has been to answer the following factual questions 
with respect to these 81 cases. 

(1) To what extent were the compulsory licensing provisions ac- 
tually used? 

(2) Did those who availed themselves of these provisions obtain 
any substantial benefit from them? 

(3) What were the practical problems encountered in enforcing and 
complying with these provisions? 

The answers to these questions have raised other broader questions 
of antitrust enforcement policy which may be summarized as follows: 

(a) Are compulsory licensing decrees negotiated by consent before 
trial relatively ineffective as compared with litigated decrees? 

(6) Has compulsory licensing relief with respect to unimportant 
patents sometimes been made to substitute for other more effective 
nonpatent relief? 

(c) Has compulsory licensing relief been used where an injunction 
against enforcement of patent rights would have been more appro- 

riate? 
(d) Is compulsory licensing, accompanied by a grant-back require- 
ment, effective antitrust relief in any case where the defendant domi- 
nates an industry’s technology? 

(e) Are the problems presented to the district courts in exercising 
detailed supervision of compulsory licensing relief insurmountable? 


1 For a brief history of the judicial development of patent antitrust relief see their account in vol. I of the 
Patent, Trademark, and Copyright Journal of Research and Education, No. 1, pp. 130-138, 
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These policy questions are raised rather than answered here because 
any answer must depend for its validity upon further facts which are 
beyond the scope of this study. 

In collecting the data for this study, the subcommittee corresponded 
with licensees and potential licensees as well as with defendants. 
Comments were solicited with respect to the quality of the patents 
licensed under these decrees, the importance to the licensees of the 
licensed patents and problems which have arisen in administration. 

The subcommittee hopes that this study will provide a foundation of 
empirical data on which future investigations may build in evaluating 
this form of antitrust relief. However, it has been possible, based on 
available facts and the comments received from defendant-licensors, 
licensees, and potential licensees, to draw some conclusions and to 
formulate some suggestions which the Congress and the Department of 
Justice may wish to consider now. 


Il. THE NATURE AND PURPOSE OF PATENT RELIEF IN ANTITRUST 
JUDGMENTS 


The Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice has the 
primary responsibility of enforcing the Sherman Act which, together 
with the Clayton Act, constitutes the basic congressional expression 
of the national policy that the competitive free enterprise system 
shall prevail in our economy. The Sherman Act contemplates that 
both civil and criminal proceedings shall be instituted. The criminal 
proceeding, usually begun by the return of an indictment, is for the 
purpose of deterring violations and punishing the wrongdoer. The 
civil proceeding is for the purpose of eradicating or dissipating the 
pirate of a violation and preventing a continuation or revival in the 
‘uture. 

A judgment, following a trial or upon consent of the parties, is 
entered specifying the acts which the defendants are prohibited from 
doing and those which the defendants are required to do. A failure 
to conform to the provisions of the judgment subjects the defendants 
to punishment for contempt of court. 

Patents, like any other form of property, have been and may be 
used in violation of the antitrust laws. Where so used, they may be 
the subject of antitrust judgment provisions intended to restore com- 
petition and cure the effects of the unlawful conduct. Those judg- 
ments which provide for compulsory licensing or dedication are nana 
designed to give others an opportunity to use the patents held by the 
defendant-licensor. Having been granted access to the patented art, 
it is assumed that the licensee or beneficiary of the judgment will 
stimulate competition by the production and sale of the product 
involved. 

The report of the Attorney General’s National Committee To Study 
the Antitrust Laws states (p. 255): 


The Supreme Court has held compulsory licensing at rea- 
sonable rates to be within the range of remedies available 
where necessary to correct past and prevent future violations. 
By compulsory licensing, the exclusive nature of the patent 
grant is destroyed—at least until competitive conditions are 
restored, The result is “a most serious inroad on patent 
rights.” Beyond this erosion, the Court has also recognized 

52186—60—2 


4 PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


the real “difficulty of computing a reasonable royalty.” 
Nonetheless, it is settled that where necessary to restore effec- 
tive competition, compulsory licensing at reasonable rates 
can be decreed. 

This committee recognizes the problems and administra- 
tive difficulties inherent in compulsory licensing at reasonable 
rates. Yet we believe such remedy is within the Sherman 
Act’s broad power to “prevent and restrain” violations of 
that law. Where patents have been used to thwart compe- 
titive conditions, compulsory licensing should be employed 
in accord with relevant standards for use of divestiture. 


Compulsory licensing is appropriate regardless of whether the 
patents have been used to impose illegal restraints upon domestic or 
foreign commerce. Judge Ryan, in dealing with the extension of this 
oa relief to restraints upon international trade, said in the J.C.I. 

ecision: 


We do not accept as correct the proposition that compul- 
sory license of U.S. patents is appropriate only in those 
instances where required to remove specific restraints upon 
the manufacture and sale of specified products in the United 
States caused by the unlawful use of patents to suppress 
domestic competition. 'To do so would be to make nugatory 
the dual aspects of our antitrust laws, which make unlawful 
restraints placed upon our foreign trade as well as our domes- 
tic commerce. It is true that in most cases in which com- 
pulsory licensing has been decreed, it has been found that the 
patents have been unlawfully used to suppress domestic 
competition. Not many actions have been instituted to 
suppress restraints upon our foreign trade, resulting from 
agreement among international industrialists to which 
Americans have made themselves parties. We have had few 
suits which have presented a situation similar to that revealed 
here, and which call for remedies we now find necessary. 


“Compulsory royalty-free licensing” bars the patentee not only 
from asserting the exclusive nature of his grant but also from collect- 
ing royalties. He retains title to the patent and conceivably de- 
pending upon his ability at some future time to show that com- 
petitive conditions have been restored, he may again be allowed to 
collect royalties. Dedication, in contrast, makes all patent rights 
immediately available to the public. There is considerable contro- 
versy, both as to the advisability and as to the constitutional justifica- 
tion for royalty-free licensing and dedication.* Nevertheless, both 
forms of relief have been embodied in antitrust judgments. 


Ill. THE PRODUCTS AND INDUSTRIES AFFECTED AND THE PATENTS 
AND KNOW-HOW MADE AVAILABLE FOR LICENSING UNDER THESE 
JUDGMENTS 


As a first step in the making of this study, the subcommittee and 
the Department of Justice compiled a list of the judgments containing 
“patent relief.” This list, the first one of its kind ever published, is 
ap Laie Sines, Imperial Chemica! Industries, Ltd, etal. (8:D.N-¥., 1052), “Opinion on Remedies,” 105 


9 See, for example, the ‘‘majority” and ‘“‘minority” views in the “Report of the Attorney General’: 
National Committee to Study the Antitrust Laws” (pp. 256-259). 2 a . 
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printed herein as an appendix and shows the fields covered by the 
patents which have been made available for licensing under such 
judgments. 

These judgments, the first of which was entered in August 1941, 
involved a total of over 300 defendants ranging from some of the 
largest corporations in the United States such as General Electric, 
International Business Machines, Du Pont, and RCA, down to 
relatively small concerns. 

Since certain of these judgments require licensing of future acquired 
patents,” and since no one can accurately predict the number of 
patents subject to these judgments which will be issued by the Patent 
Office, it is impossible to determine the number of patents which have 
been or will be subject to licensing or other forms of relief under these 
judgments. Based upon the best estimates, it would appear that the 
total number of issued patents directly affected may be between 
40,000 and 50,000. In recent years the number of unexpired patents 
existing at any given time has exceeded 600,000." : 

There are A ite signs that the antitrust enforcement program 
may also have had an indirect effect on the licensing of patents gen- 
erally. Judging from the number of patents voluntarily being offered 
for licensing, it would appear that the antitrust enforcement program 
has resulted in several companies adopting a more liberal licensing 
policy than was the case prior to the initiation of the program. Con- 
sequently, it is safe to say that aside from any other results, antitrust 
ealersament has had a far-reaching impact upon the licensing of 
patents generally. 

A mere listing of some of the products directly affected by these 
judgments will indicate their importance and the broad range of 
patents involved. They include milling machines (spindle and tool), 
petroleum and petroleum products, magnesium and magnesium 
products, incandesceat and fluorescent lamps and machinery, air- 
conditioning equipment, titanium pigments, chemicals and pharma- 
ceutical products, aircraft and marine instruments, flat and safety 
glass, cash registers and other registering devices, fire alarm systems, 
stainless steel, ophthalmic goods, chemical products, barbasco root 
and synthetic steroid hormones, and radio aad television equipment. 


IV. THE EFFECTIVENESS OF COMPULSORY LICENSING PROVISIONS IN 
ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


The subcommittee’s survey reflected mixed results concerning the 
importance and effectiveness of compulsory licensing provisions. In 
some cases compulsory licensing has proved beneficial to licensees, 
particularly small business, and thus stimulated competition, while in 
others it has resulted in no discernible benefits. The number of 
licenses issued under a particular judgment ranges from zero to over 
300. In those cases where licenses have been issued, licensees have 
reported varying degrees of success in their utilization of the licensed 
patents. In some cases they have stated that the patents have not 
contributed significantly to their operations. In others, however, 
licensees have indicated that the licensed patents have been very 

10 See the Western Electric judgment of Jan. 24, 1956, in which all patents of the defendants, both present 
and future, are made subject to compulsory license to all domestic applicants, with no limit as to time or the 


use to which they may be put. 
ul See vol. 738, Official Gazette of the U.S. Patent Office, No. 1, January 1959. 
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important to them, and have enabled them to make a product or 
expand into a field that otherwise might have been closed to them. 

The survey disclosed that among the companies which have bene- 
fited from compulsory licensing are a large number that might be 
classified as “small business,’ whose own research facilities are limited 
by comparison with those of large antitrust defendants. This com- 
ment is particularly applicable in those situations where utilization 
of the licensed patents did not require large capital expenditures. 

There are discussed below, first, illustrative cases in which com- 
pulsory licensing decrees have been effective; and, second, cases in 
which such compulsory licensing requirements have had no discernible 
effects, since little if any interest has been displayed in the patents 
available for licensing. Finally, a few cases are discussed where there 
was licensing activity under a judgment which apparently would have 
occurred without the judgment. 


A, Examples of cases in which compulsory licensing decrees have been 
effective 
i oe al v. Phillips Screw Co., Civil No. 47-C-147, 

This action was filed in January 1947 and alleged price fixing, 
patent pooling, and territorial agreements with respect to cross- 
recessed head screws and screwdrivers. A consent judgment was 
entered on March 28, 1949, which among other things required the 
licensing of patents on a reasonable royalty basis and the furnishing 
of technical information to licensees under the patents. 

Prior to the entry of the consent judgment there were 39 licensees 
under the screw patents and 10 fe on under the screwdriver 
patents. By August 15, 1958, the numbers of screw licensees had 
increased to 133, more than three times the predecree number, and 
the number of screwdriver licensees had increased to 21, more than 
double the predecree number. The rates of royalties with respect to 
screwdrivers were reduced on March 28, 1949, and with respect to 
screws on July 1, 1949. 

A number of licensees attributed substantial business advantages 
to the licenses and technical information obtained under the patents 
oe by the decree. The following comments from licensees are 

ypical: 

(a) “While there is no way of measuring the cash value of our 
production under the license, we do know that it has been of consider- 
able value to us. It has enabled us to secure other desirable business 
which we could not have had without the license.” 

(b) “It is the undersigned’s belief that we would have made some 
expansion in our facilities and plant; however, it is an undeniable 
fact that our ability to produce Phillips screws has made our expan- 
sion, sales, etc., more rapid.” 

(c) “However, we can say that the Phillips screw product has 
contributed to the growth of our company and has enabled us to 
strengthen our position in small screw production.” 

(d) “Our opinion is that the manufacture of Phillips products has 
contributed very materially to our growth in the past 10 years. It 
is quite certain that without this product, we could not have hoped 
to increase our sales and production nearly as much.” 

(e) “We believe that increases would have been made in manu- 
facture of products, employment, and investment whether or not we 
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had alicense. However, there is no question in our minds that having 
a license accelerated the increase.” 

(f) We have spent on new machinery from 1950 to 1955, inclusive 
$251,155.31. Probably 50 percent of this amount was purchased 
to aid in the manufacture of Phillips head screws. * * * These 
increases would not have been made except for the license.” 


2. United States v. Eastman Kodak Co., Civil Action No. 6450, 
W.D.N.Y. 

On December 21, 1954, a case was instituted against Hastman 
Kodak alleging violations of the Sherman Act. According to the 
complaint, Eastman had achieved and maintained a monopoly of the 
amateur color film processing field through distribution practices by 
which it controlled prices and conditions of film sales to prevent 
competing photo finishers from entering this market. The complaint 
alleged that Eastman sold Kodachrome and Kodacolor film on the 
understanding that it obtain all of the processing business in connec- 
tion with such film and that it marketed film at prices which included 
charges for the subsequent processing of the film by Eastman. It was 
alleged that these practices foreclosed competitors from processing 
such film. On the same day the complaint was filed a consent judg- 
ment was entered which among other things required Eastman to 
grant reasonable royalty licenses under applicable patents; to make 
available manuals describing its commercial color film processing 
technology; and to lend technical assistance in connection with apply- 
ing the methods described in the manuals. 

astman has advised that the procedures with respect to the grant- 
ing of licenses under the decree have been quite routine and simple and 
that there have been no refusals of requests for licenses nor any 
negotiations as to the terms of the licenses which have been granted. 
Eastman prepared simple license forms which did not provide for 
continuing royalties or royalty reports, as a nominal sum of $100 was 
fixed as the paid-up royalty for each license granted under the decree. 
When an inquiry is received concerning the availability of a license 
under the decree, Eastman immediately sends forms of its license 
agreement. In no case have there been negotiations looking toward 
the execution of the license which did not result in the actual issuance 
of a license. Some prospective licensees to whom the license forms 
were forwarded did not thereafter respond. Eastman assumes that 
these prospective licensees were not interested as licenses would have 
been granted had they followed up. 

As of the middle of August 1958, less than 3 years after the entry 
of the decree, Eastman had granted approximately 43 licenses to 
processors who may be classed as small businessmen. While it is still 
too early to assess finally the results of the compulsory licensing 
features of this decree, it would appear that these licenses have created 
some competition in a field which, according to the complaint, was 
securely in the hands of one company. Former Assistant Attorney 
General Victor R. Hansen, testifying on October 21, 1957, before the 
Antitrust Subcommittee of the House Committee on the Judiciary, 
stated (p. 24): 


Eighteen months after the judgment, eight companies had 
made investments of over $100,000. Of these, 1 had 
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invested $650,000 and two firms had invested more than 
$1 million. In addition, innumerable small businessmen 
were expected to seek local finishing business. 


3. United States v. Merck & Co., Civil No. 3159, D.N.J. 

On October 28, 1943, a complaint was filed against Merck & Co., 
Inc., and others, charging a conspiracy to restrain trade in chemical 
and pharmaceutical products by entering into an agreement with a 
German company which provided for a division of world territory 
into noncompetitive areas. A consent decree was entered in the case 
in October 1945, which, among other things, required Merck to issue 
licenses under certain patents on a royalty-free basis. 

Licenses have been issued under this judgment to 10 applicants. 
Some of these were large companies who advised that the rights which 
they received under the license were not very important insofar as the 
operations of the particular companies were concerned. However, in 
responding to a request concerning the importance of the licensed 
patents to it, one of the smaller licensees advised: 


The royalty-free license granted to us by Merck & Oo. 
Inc., has been extremely important to us. It has enable 
us to experiment and to clinically test a new product without 
fear ot infringement upon the Merck patent. 

We have, through this knowledge gained, managed to 
improve our formulation. Through this we have been able 
to employ the facilities of other small companies to aid in 
development and manufacture. 

* * * * * 


Unfortunately, we have been a very small company and 
have had to work very slowly in our development. * * * 
However, through being able to freely operate with Merck 
rights we have enhanced our possibilities to be able to com- 

ete in the commercial products field. The results of gain- 
ing these rights and the ability to “put it over” still remain 
to be seen. 


4, an States v. Technicolor, Inc., Civil No. 7507—M, 8.D. 
lif. 

A case was filed in August 1947 alleging conspiracy to restrain trade 
and to monopolize the business of professional color cinematography. 
In November 1948, a consent judgment was entered against Hastman 
Kodak Co. and in February 1950, a consent judgment was entered 
against Technicolor, Inc., and Technicolor Motion Picture Corp. 

The consent judgment against Eastman Kodak required Eastman 
to license certain patents on a royalty-free basis and others on a 
reasonable royalty basis. As of the middle of August 1958, Eastman 
had granted approximately 15 licenses under the decree, all of them 
of the royalty-free variety. One licensee in commenting on its 
license from Eastman stated as follows: 


We were issued a license by Eastman Kodak Co. on April 
27, 1949, to process color motion picture film. Not long 
after the issuance of this license, we began processing color 
motion picture film, and are still processmg. 
12 This is one of the decrees included in the Frost-Oppenheim research project and a discussion of its com- 


Peuiiee effects appears in the Patent, Trademark, and Copyright Journal of Research and Education, vol. 
}, No. 3. 
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Our arrangement with Eastman Kodak Co. has been en- 
tirely satisfactory from our standpoint, and we have no sug- 
gestions for improvement in our relationship with them. 

* * * * * 


The Eastman Kodak Co. maintains processing labora- 
tories in several large cities, but do not have one near Kansas 
City, Mo. Without the license, which led to the establish- 
ment of our own laboratory for processing color film, it 
would have been necessary for us to send all film printed to 
the nearest Eastman laboratory, Chicago, Il. though it 
is very doubtful that we could have built our volume of mo- 
tion picture printing up to the point where it now is, with- 
out the license to process color film, we cannot say that it 
would have been impossible for us to do so. 

* * * * * 


Our employment of labor in our manufacturing process 
has increased substantially since we received the license, but 
we actually employ only 15 people in the processing labor- 
atory. The employment of these people can definitely be 
attributed to the license. 

In reply to your question about the investment of our 
company in plant and equipment as a result of the license. 
Here again we have a difficult question to answer, since we 
would have undoubtedly needed much of the equipment we 
have purchased after receiving the license, whether or not 
the license had been granted. We can definitely say that 
approximately $100,000 has been invested in equipment used 
for the purpose of processing motion picture film under the 
license we were granted. 

We feel confident that our sale of products would have 
increased through the years without the license, but we are 
certain that this increase has been much more substantial 
than it would have been, if we had not been granted a license 
to process color film. Without that license, we would not 
have made an investment in the purchase of equipment, nor 
be employing the additional people that we now employ for 
the purpose of processing color film. 

We are hesitant to place any estimate on the value of the 
license to us. The value to us comes primarily from the time 
we save by processing color film here in our own laboratory, 
rather than ship it to Chicago and back. The establishment 
of our own color processing laboratory has improved our 
competitive position in this way. We can give equally as 
quick service as other laboratories located in cities where 
an Eastman laboratory is operated. 


5. United States v. General Cable Corp., et al., Civil No. 40-76, 
8.D.N.Y. 

This case charged four defendants, including the General Electric 
Co., with participation in a Sherman Act conspiracy relating to high 
tension cable and accessories through price fixing, patent pooling, 
cartel arrangements, and buying up all patent rights relating to fluid- 
filled cable for their own use and to the exclusion of all others. A con- 
sent judgment was entered in August 1948 which required defendants, 
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among other things, to make available to any applicant on a non- 
discriminatory royalty basis the patents in the pool, as well as future 
patents obtained or applied for during 5 years following the date of 
entry of the judgment. 

_ The survey disclosed that four licenses have been issued under the 
judgment to companies who were not defendants in the suit. Of these 
four licensees, two have indicated that the licensed patents were val- 
uable in their operations. One licensee wrote as follows: 


It is true that on October 1, 1952, this company executed 
a license agreement with the General Electric Co. covering 
patents in the fluid-filled cable field. 

Before proceeding too far, it should be pointed out that 
this company is engaged in the manufacture of underground 
cable accessories and various other devices used in the dis- 
tribution of electric power, but never has and does not con- 
template going into the production of electric cable of any 
description. 

The procurement of the subject licensing agreement was 
of considerable benefit to this company, by virtue of the 
fact that it made available a shortcut into the high voltage 
cable-joint field, one that we knew we must ultimately 
enter, by the tendering of previously established designs 
and working drawings. 

We have no way of determining the exact value of the 
patents themselves, inasmuch as said acquisition of estab- 
lished designs eliminated the necessity of arriving at designs 
of our own from the ground up. However, had this been 
necessary, it is obvious that access to the General Electric 
patents would have simplified the undertaking considerably 
in that it would have eliminated any question of possible 
patent infringement in the process. 


A second licensee wrote: 


On October 1, 1949, we executed a license agreement with 
the General Electric Co. covering patents in the gas filled 
cable field. We received notice from the General Electric 
Co. on December 27, 1956, that effective December 21, 
1955, “that there are no further royalties payable by 
(Anaconda) under the license. * * *” 

In answer to your specific questions, we wish to advise 
that this license arrangement enabled Anaconda to enter 
the gas filled cable field and to manufacture products which 
were not previously manufactured by this company. Obvi- 
ously, this has contributed to our competitive position. 


6. United States v. LineMaterial Oo., Civil No. 1696, E. D. Wis. 


The complaint filed herein alleged that 12 corporations had conspired 
to fix, maintain, and control prices on the sale of dropout fuse cutouts. 
The alleged illegal activities include agreements concerning the licens- 
ing of patents. The final judgment was entered on October 4, 1948, 
and was amended in minor respects on October 19, 1948. The judg- 
ment required defendants Line Material Co. and Southern States 
Equipment Corp. and successors and assigns to grant reasonable 
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royalty licenses under specified patents. The judgment also directed 
that each license should provide that the licensee shall immediately 
have the benefit of any more favorable terms granted to any other 
licensee. 

During 1949 one of the defendant companies was negotiating a 
license agreement with the Joslyn Manufacturing and Soul Oo: 
The royalty rate finally settled upon was 1% percent which was lower 
than the royalty rate being paid by two other licensees; W. M. 
Matthews Corp. had been paying 2}4 percent and Hubbard & Co. was 
paying 34 percent. After the agreement with Joslyn was signed the 
defendant company reduced the rate of royalty for Matthews and 
Hubbard to 1% percent. McGraw-Edison Co. (a successor company 
to defendant Line Material) was asked to advise whether the reduc- 
tion in the royalty rate for Matthews and Hubbard was attributable 
in whole or in part to the final judgment in this case. In response 
thereto, McGraw-Edison advised as follows: 


Please be advised that the reduction in royalty where it is 
applicable to Matthews and Hubbard was generally attribu- 
table to the entire decree in the above entitled case; however, 
we wish to advise you that we have never had a written re- 
quest or any other such request under the provisions of article 
V, section H of said finaljudgment. The reduction of royalty 
rates for Matthews and Hubbard was a voluntary act on our 
part (which was concurred in by Matthews and Hubbard). 
It certainly might be said, however, that we did believe at the 
time that Matthews and Hubbard might very well be entitled 
to such a reduction in royalty providing they took the nec- 
essary steps under the decree and further, acted within the 
framework of their license agreement, 

In other words, we saved the Government, Matthews- 
Hubbard and ourselves additional time and expense by re- 
ducing the royalty rate to 1% percent. 


7. United States v. Besser Manufacturing Co., et al. Civil No. 
8144, E.D. Mich. 

In this case, the Government’s victory in the district court was 
affirmed by the Supreme Court. The Court found that the defendants 
had combined and conspired to restrain and monopolize trade and 
commerce in concrete-block-making machines, and that certain of the 
defendants had attempted to monopolize and did monopolize such 
trade and commerce. The final judgment contained a provision 
requiring the licensing of patents. 

Two licensees have acknowledged the importance to them of the 
patents made available under the decree. One stated: 


The cash value of our production of products under the 
license agreement has averaged $450,000 annually. Prior 
to the license agreement, we were unable to produce a 
similar product. 


18 George Frost, the author of this subcommittee’s study No. 2 entitled “The Patent System and the 
Modern Economy (1956)” has coauthored ‘The Concrete Block Making Machine Industry (Project 4a, 
‘Effects of Certain Antitrust Decrees Involving Patents as a Major Factor’)” which appears in vol. 2, the 
Patent, Trademark, and Copyright Journal of Research and Education of the George Washington Uni- 
versity (March 1958). This article gives a detailed account of the competitive effects of this judgment. 
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Our present employment is 50 percent greater than it was 
prior to operation of the license agreement. 

As a result of the license agreement, we invested $250,000 
in additional plant and equipment facilities. 

None of the increases in value of manufactured products, 
employment or investment in plant and equipment facilities 
would have been possible without the granting of the license 
agreement. 

While it would be difficult for us to estimate the value of 
the license, there can be no question but that we did benefit 
materially; and in our opinion, the entire building block 
manufacturing industry was likewise substantially benefited 
by the healthy competition made possible by the Govern- 
ment’s antitrust action. 


Another licensee advised: 


We do presently have a license to operate under certain 
Besser patents. Our arrangement with the Besser Co. 
has been satisfactory; that is, they have licensed all the 
patents we requested. 


* * * * * 


Without these licenses we would be restricted in our 
operation and would not be able to sell an entire block 
machine, nor would Bergen Machine & Tool Co. in New 
Jersey nor Truax Machine & Tool Co. on the west coast. 
This would leave the Besser Manufacturing Co. the only 
producer of a block machine of this capacity and would 
compel people to buy from Besser on Besser’s terms. 

With our innovations in the manufacturing of block 
machines and our method of operating, it is possible for us to 
deliver this machine to the blockmaking industry for 
$32,000, with many improved features, as compared to 
Besser’s price, before the suit, of $53,000. Our cost of this 
machine is approximately $22,000, which gives us ample 
profit. If we had to manufacture our own equipment in a 
plant of our own, it would have been necessary to manu- 
facture about $250,000 worth of equipment to date. 


8. United States v. Imperial Chemical Industries Ltd., Civil No. 
24-13, S.D. N.Y. 

This case charged that Imperial Chemical Industries Ltd., (ICI) 
and E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. (du Pont) had conspired to 
violate sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman Act by monopolizing processes 
for making various chemical products. The case was tried and de- 
cided in the Government’s favor (100 F. Supp. 504) and a compulsory 
licensing decree was entered on July 30, 1952 (105 F. Supp. 215). 
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As of December 1, 1955 du Pont had issued 113 patent licenses 
to 110 licensees under the judgment, and as of March 1956 ICI had 
issued 11. While the data originally obtained from du Pont did not 
break down the licenses issued by it between fields, 9 of the 11 ICT 
licenses were for a patent in the polythene field and the judgment 
appears to have made it possible for a substantial number of com- 
panies to enter this field. There appears to be substantially more 
competition in the manufacture and sales of polythene products 
than there was before the judgment was entered. 

During the period December 1, 1955, to June 1, 1959, du Pont 
issued 151 additional licenses and the total number issued by du 
Pont as of June 1, 1959, was, therefore, 264. According to the latest 
information supplied by du Pont, these licenses fall into the following 
categories: 


Number 

of license 

Adhesives 2. Sse ane See ee eee aoe ay aap bees eee ee aeme eee ene an 75 
Finishes__ Z 45 
Nylon___- ba 40 
Inorganic chemicals____- 27 
Textile fibers and yarns 24 
Synthetic resins and plastics, excluding nylon and polyethylene-- 18 
Polvenh vienna een Sone ee oes 8 Se Se te emtppeictes 17 
DVECAIISNOOUS. Se oe ne om ny ee ee 18 
Total licenses as of June 1, 1959__.._--.-------------------- -- 264 


(Letter from Spencer Brownell, Jr., manager patent division, dated Aug, 12, 1959.) 


B. Cases in which compulsory licensing judgments have not resulted in the 
issuance of any licenses ; 

Despite the favorable reactions received in some cases, as indicated 
above, the subcommittee’s survey disclosed that in many cases only a 
few licenses have been issued under the judgments, and in a large 
number of cases no licenses at all were issued. In the former group, 
for example, patents available for licensing related to tin cans, matches, 
daylight fluorescent garments and titanium pigments. Far greater 
in number are those cases in which no licenses have been issued. 
Of the 81 cases surveyed, there were no licenses issued in 31 which 
required patents to be licensed for reasonable royalties. These cases 
are listed below, with the additional comment that in most of them 
not a single written inquiry concerning a license was received by the 
defendant from a prospective licensee.* 

14 It is possible, of course, that inquiries have been received or licenses issued in some of these cases since 


the subcommittee obtained its information. It is also possible that some potential licensees may have 
chosen to risk an infringement suit rather than take out a license. 
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Defendant named first in Date of de- Consent or | Number 
caption cree} Products involved litigated of in- 


judgment quiries 


Aerofin Gore, Be aa Dec. 5, 1955 
Allegheny Ludlum Steel Corp_| Oct. 25,1948 


Austenal Laboratories, Inc. Tune 29, 1951 
Bendix Aviation Corp-. Feb, 13, 1946 
struments. 


The Cincinnati Milling Ma- | Apr. 19,1954 | Milling machines-- 


chine Co. 
Crown Zellerbach Corp- . 19,1956 | Paper towel cabinets. 
Electric Storage Battery . 24,1947 | Electric storage batter 


aad Machinery & Chemical | Aug. 9, 1954 | Peach pitting machinery. 
orp. 


Fire alarm equipment 
Variable condensers. 
Rail-crossing signal; 
Shoes. 


General Railway Signal 
General Shoe Corp. 
Hunter-Douglas 


peernAHeneL Cigar Machinery 


Plastic eyes- 
Meching po z 

lass container 
Parke, Davis & Co.. Hard gelatin capsules and m: 


Patent Button Co. .-| June 26, 1947 Fastening machines. 
Pittsburgh Crushed Steel Co...| Nov. 13,1954 | Metal abrasives__-.. 
ace ertenay Fulton Controls | Jan, 8, 1957 | Temperature controls. 


0. 
Scophony Corp. of America. Jan, 12,1949 | Television equipment... 
Scovill Manufacturing ©: Feb. 17,1948 | Button fastening machi 


mH © COON COO COCCOCOHS HB oHOooe coo BW CNSCO 


Servel, Jan. 18,1954 | Gas refrigeration eguIpUsty 
Unite May 28, 1954 eee thread and latex prod- 
ucts. 
spat yeeel anes Fastening & | May 7, 1948 | Fastening machinery-...-.----|----. (| eee 
utton Co. 
White Cap Co. June 17,1948 | Container sealing machinery-_|__.._ ———— 


1 These decrees are more fully described in the appendix, where they are listed in chronological order, 5} 


In addition to the 31 cases listed above, there were 6 in which there 
was licensing activity subsequent to the entry of the decrees with re- 
spect to patents covered by compulsory licensing provisions, but there 
was no indication that the decree provisions had created any new 
licenses. 

These decrees are listed below. 


(Consent or 
Defendant named first in Caption | Date of decree Products involved 
American Steel Foundries. Side frames and bolsters. 
American Lecithin Co. Lecithin._____.. 
Bendix Aviation Co. Braking systems. 
Standard Register C Platens and auxiliary equipment.. 
Switzer Bros.. Oct, 22,1953 | Daylight fluorescent materials 


devices. 
Textile Machine Works. Oct. 9,1950 | Full-fashioned hosiery machinery_._._ Do. 


In response to an inquiry from Pacific Car & Foundry Co. concerning 
the effect of the decree in the American Steel Foundries case, the patent 
counsel for one of the defendants, Symington-Gould Corp., made the 
following reply: 


The consent judgment against this and other companies 
to which you referred in your letter requires the companies 
to grant to any U.S. manufacturer a royalty-free license under 
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patents which issued prior to September 30,1955. The judg- 
ment does not apply to any patent issuing subsequent to that 
date and as to such patents, each of the companies is free to 
license or not as it chooses and on its own terms. 

Although the Government’s press release might indicate 
the contrary, the consent judgment effects no particular 
change in the licensing policies of the companies involved. 
For years, it had been the practice of each to grant licenses 
on a royalty-free or nominal-royalty basis. As you may 
know, Columbia Steel Castings Corp. on the west coast, as 
well as Ohio Steel Foundries in the East, manufactured under 
such licenses for some time before abandoning the side frame 
and bolster business as unprofitable. The main benefit of 
the consent judgment to a prospective licensee is that it pro- 
vides a simple procedure for obtaining a royalty-free license 
to make side frames and bolsters under patents of the com- 
panies involved which issued prior to September 30, 1955, 
requiring only that an applicant make written request upon 
each company in whose patents it is interested. 


In the other cases listed above it also appeared that the decrees did 
not create any substantial change in the established licensing policies 
of the defendants. 


C. Cases in which licensees thought the decrees aided the defendant 


With respect to a consent decree covering patents on grocery carts, 
U.S. v. Telescope Carts, Inc., entered on September 24, 1953, some of 
the competitors of the defendants felt that the decree merely aided 
the defendant in the collection of substantial royalties upon a patent 
of doubtful value. 

In response to a letter of March 5, 1956, from this subcommittee, 
counsel for one of the licensees, Technibilt Corp., supplied the following 
evaluation: 


This firm has represented Technibilt in all negotiations 
with Telescope Carts, Inc., and therefore we are in a slightly 
better position to answer your letter than the officers of the 
corporation. 

It is rather difficult to answer your inquiries because, 
although Technibilt is a patent licensee of Telescope Carts, 
Inc., it did not originally obtain its license under the terms of 
the antitrust decree referred to in your letter. 

Allow us to explain that Technibilt had been manufactur- 
ing and selling nesting grocery carts for years prior to the 
issuance of the patent to Telescope Carts on August 16, 1949. 
From that day forward, Technibilt continually applied to 
Telescope Carts, Inc., for a license, but it was informed that 
no further licenses could be granted because of an agreement 
between Telescope Carts and Folding Carrier Corp. Tele- 
scope Carts continually demanded that Technibilt cease its 
operations entirely or be subject to a civil suit for damages 
for infringing the patents. Finally on or about July 1, 1953, 
we worked out our differences and a license was granted to 
Technibilt and two or three other manufacturers of nesting 
grocery carts. 


16 


Another licensee’s counsel made the following response to the sub- 
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Subsequently on September 24, 1953, U.S. District Court 
for the Western District of Missouri, at Kansas City, entered 
a final judgment by consent of the defendants in the case of 
the United States of America v. Telescope Carts, Inc., Folding 
Carrier Corporation and Sylvan D. Goldman, No. 6985. 
Under the terms of the decree, Telescope Carts, Inc., was 
directed, among other things, to grant a license to anyone 
and everyone who made a written request therefor. The 
decree requires Telescope Carts to charge “‘a uniform, non- 
discriminatory, reasonable, royalty,’’ however, under the 
present license arrangement, T'echnibilt is paying close to 
$100,000 in royalties. It is conservatively estimated that 
the entire industry is now paying at least one-half million 
dollars to Telescope Carts in royalties. 

It is not possible to intelligently answer your questions 
regarding production, employment of labor, plant invest- 
ment, etc., before and after the license because Technibilt 
has been manufacturing grocery carts for approximately 
10 years and did not go into the business upon obtaining the 
license as did many other concerns to whom, we imagine, 
you have more specifically directed your letter. We believe 
that any increases in the manufacture of grocery carts, em- 
ployment and investment could have been made with or 
without the license. Whatever increases that have occurred 
are quite clearly due to general business conditions and not to 
the license. 

In terms of production, sales, profits, etc., the license is 
worth nothing to Technibilt. It should be understood that 
Technibilt negotiated for and obtained the license prior to 
the U.S. district court consent decree and has paid the tribute 
required under the license merely for the privilege, not of 
going into business, but of merely staying in business. 

The great increase in population of this country and the 
general business developments in the food industry coupled 
with the Vahl aris in the consent decree requiring compulsory 
licensing has increased the royalty income of Telescope Carts 
far beyond anyone’s expectations. The net result is that the 
public is paying considerably more than it should and Tele- 
scope Carts is reaping an enormous harvest upon a simple 
patent which was originally held invalid for want of invention 
by the U.S. district court in Maryland.* 


committee’s inquiry about the value of the license: 


18 The district court’s decision was, however, reversed upon appeal and the patent was held 
retrial prior to the entry of the consent decree in the Government case (Watson v. Heil, 97 U.P. 


Answering your questions in the order stated, a license was 
satisfactorily negotiated, and such license has thus far met 
with the approval of my client. 

The cash value of my client’s production of grocery carts 
has not been affected by the license. It made about as many 
carts before being licensed as it does today. The license was 
accepted in order to avoid litigation. 


valid on the 
Q. 334). 
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Similarly, my client’s employment of labor in the manu- 
facture of the licensed carts was not affected; nor has the 
investment of the company been influenced by the license. 

The royalty paid for on the basis of 85 cents per cart, is 
believed to be on the high side by my client. In an average 
year the royalty payments could easily exceed $100,000. 

My client does not believe that the license had any effect 
on the manufacture of grocery carts, employment or 
investment. 

My client believes that the only value of the license to it 
is that expensive litigation is thereby avoided. Otherwise, 
the license has no value to the United Steel & Wire Co. 


Another example of a compulsory licensing decree which appeared 
to aid rather than harm the competitive position of the defendant is 
the Timken-Detroit Axle Co. judgment, entered by consent on August 
14, 1947. In September 1947 the defendant notified its existing 
licensees that their licenses had been canceled by the decree and that 
the defendant would be happy to execute new licenses upon reason- 
able, nondiscriminatory terms in accordance with the decree. One 
licensee, F. A. B. Manufacturing Co. of Oakland, Calif., had been 
operating under a royalty-free license. When this licensee failed to 
take out a new royalty bearing license the defendant threatened to sue 
for infringement. The defendant’s position was set out in the 
following letter from the head of its patent department. 


* * * As we advised you in our letter of September 12, 
1947, with a copy of the decree enclosed, there is nothing for 
us to do but demand that all infringers accept the standard 
license or be considered infringers. In addition to this 
requirement we must also report and account to the Govern- 
ment, which now owns the Automotive Engineering Co. 
patents, for royalties due to them from our former licensees. 

Your chagrin apparently is due to a lack or oversight of 
certain parts of the record. Prior to the court order your 
company was a most favored organization. Because of the 
decree we cannot in this situation grant to you preference 
over any other organization in the same circumstances with- 
out being in contempt of court. Rest assured that by the 
same token we cannot and will not be any more benevolent 
with any one of your competitors. Our actions since the 
decree have been, are and will remain governed by that 
instrument. 


This letter brought the licensee’s patent counsel into the negotia- 
tions, which according to the correspondence supplied the subcom- 
mittee, were still unresolved in 1952, when the last of the patents 
involved expired. 

Regardless of the outcome of any of the negotiations with pre- 
existing licensees for new licenses, a decree which cancels existing 
patent licenses seems difficult to justify as antitrust relief unless it 
results in the removal of some existing restrictions on competition. 
According to the data supplied by this defendant no such result 
occurred here. 


18 PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


D. Cases where numerous post-decree licenses were issued which may 
not have resulted from the decrees 

In U.S. v. Standard Oil Co. et al., a decree was entered by consent 
on March 25, 1942, which required the licensing of process patents for 
the manufacture of rubber from petroleum, among others. There was 
a large volume of inquiries and licensing pursuant to this decree. 
However, the period involved was one in which the synthetic rubber 
industry was largely under Government direction, and it is possible 
that much of this licensing activity would have resulted in any event 
from wartime Government controls. 

The same problem exists with respect to the consent decree entered 
on April 15, 1942, against the Aluminum Co., Dow Chemical Co., 
and others with respect to magnesium patents. A great many li- 
censes pursuant to this decree were issued but it is not possible to say 
whether any were issued which would not otherwise have been issued 
pursuant to Government directives, since the magnesium industry was 
also under Government control during the Second World War. 


E. Effectiveness of consent judgments versus litigated judgments 

It should be noted that 39 of the 40 compulsory licensing judgments 
listed above in section B were entered by consent. Of the 81 cases 
under study 12 were litigated. The result is that while 39 of the 
69 consent judgments, or 55 percent ! were ineffective only 1 of the 
12 litigated judgments or less than 9 percent falls in this category. 
However, in several litigated cases only a few licenses have been is- 
sued under the judgments. In United States v. United Shoe Machinery 
Corp., there were only two patent licenses as of August 1958, though 
it must be noted that the patent relief was a minor element of relief 
in that case. In United States v. American Can Co., only one license 
has been issued but this was also a case where the patent relief was 
only incidental to the main relief. 

On the other hand, there has been considerable licensing activity 
under other litigated judgments such as United States v. General 
Electric Co. (incandescent lamps) ; United States v. Imperial Chemical 
Industries, Ltd.; and United States v. Hartford-Empire Co. Followin 
is a chronological listing of all the litigated cases that have decree 
compulsory licensing, or dedication of patents. The dates shown 
are the dates on which the decrees were entered. 

1. United States v. Parker Rust-Proof Oo. (61 F. Supp. 805 (May 
29, 1945)): Defendant was perpetually enjoined from enforcing its 
patents, hence, no licenses were needed. 

2. United States v. National Lead Oo. (332 U.S. 319 (October 11, 
1945)): Only one license issued by National Lead to a company not 
previously licensed. By the end of 1956, Du Pont had issued three 
licenses to companies not*previously licensed. 

3. United States v. Vehicular Parking, Ltd.” (54 F. Supp. 828; 56 F. 
Supp. 297 (May 6, 1946)): One license was issued as the result of 
contested proceedings discussed at p. 25, infra. 

4. United States v. Hartford-Empire Co. (323 U.S. 386; 324 U.S. 570 
(May 23, 1947)): Both from the standpoint of the decisions and scope 
therefore bo ezcudes fais this eoragareccs i Hapy are endiuded coors Chan half of al of the compulsory 
licensing judgments produced no license. “ 

17 This decree is the second of those included in the Frost-Oppenheim-T womey research project. Their 


discussion of it appears at p. 376 of the Patent, Trademark, and Copyright Journal of Research and Educa- 
tion, vol. 2, No. 3, September 1958, 
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of the judgment, this has been a landmark case in the patent-antitrust 
field of law. Since there have been many unrestricted licenses (and. 
leases) issued pursuant to this judgment, it would appear that the 
patented art has been made available to others and to that extent, 
at least, the compulsory licensing provisions have accomplished their 
purpose. However, the judgment had the further effect of changing 
the character of Hartford-Empire’s licensing. The Hartford-Empire 
Co. has supplied the subcommittee with the following comments on 
the effect of the judgment upon its operations: 


Drastic changes have occurred in the character of Hart- 
ford-Empire Co.’s business since the entry of the final 
judgment. For reasons more fully explained below, Hart- 
ford-Empire Co. has become primarily a manufacturing and 
selling company. Its licensing and leasing business has been 
largely liquidated. In 1954, income from licenses was 
exactly zero. Royalties from licenses and leases continue at 
a very depressed level, and less than 10 new licensed and 
leased machines per year are now being requested and de- 
livered. 

In general.—In accordance with the requirements of the 
judgment or orders of the Court, the company has prepared 
and obtained court approval for the forms of agreements and 
and the rates pursuant to which its glass-contained machin- 
ery patents, leased machines, and services are made available 
under the aforesaid judgment. The company further has 
printed and mailed throughout the glass-container industry 
notices of its willingness to execute agreements in the form 
and at the rates so approved. Exhibit I, item (2), attached 
hereto is a printed compilation of offers of Hartford-Empire 
Co. to license, to lease, to sell, and to furnish certain services 
and of rates approved by the court up to May 28, 1947. 
Exhibit I, item (8), attached hereto is a compilation of notices 
to the industry and the Department of Justice and filed with 
the Court after May 1947 and up to the date hereof seeking 
approval by the Court of the rates or agreement forms re- 
ferred to in the notices. 

The response of the industry to the foregoing has been as 
follows: 

Leasing.—Prior to the judgment the company had prima- 
rily licensed its patents through the leasing of patented 
machines. Under the judgment, however, as amended in 
1947, the company was required to sell such machines at 
prices and on terms and conditions prescribed by the judg- 
ment. Most manufacturers, over the years, have elected to 
purchase new machines, and have purchased most of the 
previously leased machines. See exhibit II, schedule A, 
attached hereto, which lists all licenses and leases issued 
under the judgment and indicates up to November 30, 1955, 
the sales of such leased machines. The leasing of new ma- 
chines has decreased to less than 10 per year. 

Ticensing.—Prior to the judgment, the company had li- 
censed patents through agreements other than leases. Under 
the judgment, however, the company was required to revise 
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certain of its existing licenses and to offer additional licenses 
Many manufacturers, thereupon, elected to continue as 
licensees of the company in some form. See exhibit II, 
schedules B and OC, attached hereto. 

Royalties —The net effect of these changes which the com- 
pany was required to make—particularly on being required 
to sell rather than merely to lease patented machines—has 
been a substantial liquidation of the licensing and leasing or 
licensing business of the company, which liquidation is still 
continuing. The business of the company has become prin- 
cipally manufacturing and selling, and the income of the 
company is derived for the most part from sales. 

The continuing royalty income of the company from li- 
censes and leases remaining in force or from licenses has 
dropped from in excess of $4,500,000 in 1946 to about 
$750,000 in 1954, and is currently decreasing at the rate of 
about $125,000 per year. 

No royalties whatsoever were received from licenses in 
1954. 

This large drop in continuing royalty income, in turn, has 
necessitated a substantial curtailment in the research and 
development of the company, although the company is do- 
ing its best to continue research and development work, 
which should prove to be of value to the industry. 


5. United States v. Line Material Co. (333 U.S. 287 (Oct. 19, 1948)): 
Only one new license was issued after the judgment. Several existing 
licenses were modified. 

6. United States v. American Can Co. (87 F.Supp. 18 (June 22, 1950)): 
One license had been issued as of September 1958. 

7. United States v. U.S. Gypsum Oo. (333 U.S. 364; 340 US. 76 
(May 15, 1951)): Numerous licenses were issued by one defendant to 
a codefendant. Seven licenses were issued to nondefendants. 

8. United States v. Besser Mfg. Co. (843 U.S. 444 (July 29, 1952)): 
Six licenses were issued. 

9. United States v. Imperial Chemical Industries, Ltd. (100 F. Supp. 
504; 105 F. Supp. 215 (July 30, 1952)): As early as December 1, 1955, 
Du Pont had issued 113 patent licenses to 110 licensees under the judg- 
ment; and ICI as early as March 1956 had issued 11. As of June 1, 
1959, Du Pont had issued a total of 264 licenses. 

10. United States v. United Shoe Machinery Corp. (110 F. Supp. 
295; 347 U.S. 521 (Feb. 18, 1953)): Two licenses had been issued as of 
August 1958. 

11. United States v. General Instrument Corp. (87 F. Supp. 157; 
115 F. Supp. 582 (September 30, 1953)): No licenses had been exe- 
cuted as of the end of 1958, which is not surprising in view of the narrow 
scope of the unexpired patents involved. 

12. United States v. General Electric Co., et al. (incandescent case) 
(82 F. Supp. 753 (October 8, 1953)): As of January 1956, nine licenses 
had been issued by General Electric Co. Defendants Tung-Sol, Cham- 
pion, and Miniature advised that they had received no requests for 
licenses. Westinghouse, which had entered into a consent judgment, 
in this case, advised that as of January 1956 it had issued eight licenses 
under its consent judgment. 
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Of the 12 litigated judgments ® listed above, 2, American Can and 
United Shoe, as noted above, were not primarily aimed at restraints of 
trade based upon patent rights. While the other cases involved con- 
spiracies to fix prices of or to monopolize patented products, a principal 
objective of these cases was to restore conditions which would permit 
competition among the defendants themselves. This was mainly 
accomplished by the dissolution of cross-licensing arrangements and 
the number of new licenses issued has little relevance to the question 
of whether or not these decrees, taken as a whole, granted effective 
antitrust relief. But the foregoing analysis does suggest that litigated 
judgments are more likely to produce significant compulsory-licensing 
jonilta than consent judgments. 

This is hardly surprising since antitrust decrees entered after a 
trial are more likely to provide effective relief than those entered by 
consent before there is any litigation. A trial defines the trade 
restraining practices of the defendant and makes a record of the 
specific complaints which have led to the institution of the action. 
These specific complaints furnish concrete illustrations of the evils 
which the relief sought is intended to cure. The trial court’s opinion 
describes the conduct which is thought to violate the law and ordi- 
narily indicates the kind of injunction that the court believes will 
provide effective relief. Without such a judicial evaluation of an 
pi complaint the framing of effective patent relief is extremely 

ifficult. 

The commercial significance of any given patent is a matter about 
which even experts in the patent’field are in frequent'disagreement. 
As the report of the Celler committee dealing with the A.T. & T. and 
pipe line consent decree has recently pointed out, the secrecy with 
which consent decree negotiations are normally conducted tends to 
prevent the Antitrust Division from obtaining needed information 
about the value of patents from nonparties to fe negotiations. 

Decrees affecting patent rights are entirely dependent for their 
effectiveness as antitrust relief upon their impact upon the defendant 
and its competitors. But the typical consent dibenea negotiation 
excludes such competitors from any role in framing the decree. The 
result is that a defendant may offer for compulsory licensing, a sub- 
stantial group of patents with no competitive significance, and the 
Division may sometimes unwittingly accept such relief as a substitute 
for other relief which might have a more serious impact on the com- 
petitive position of the defendant. 

In some cases the competitive restraints in question may be the 
result of closely related matters, such as technical know-how, rather 
than a patent position of any kind. But the practical difficulties with 
respect to compulsory transfer of know-how are far greater than those 
growing out of compulsory licensing of patent rights. Patent rights 
are easily identified and are at least a traditional subject of open con- 
tracts. Know-how, on the other hand, is by definition a form of 
trade secret which is not normally the subject of an open exchange 
and may exist only in the form of unwritten knowledge or practice. 
This practical difficulty may tend to produce a patent licensing decree 
where a decree involving know-how would have been more appro- 

18 United States v. Hakephons Co., Inc., decided Feb. 9, 1955, by district court in the southern district of 
Ohio, eastern division, ed Nov. 13, 1956, by Supreme Court, is another litigated case touching patents. 


The final judgment did not, however, order com licensing but did impose certain imitations upon. 
the defendant's right to grant and receive patents and patent rights. 
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priate. The data collected for this study is inadequate to form a 
basis for any judgment as to the adequacy of the know-how relief 
granted by these decrees, if any, or the adequacy of the decrees which 
pce know-how provisions. This is a matter well worth further 
study. 

The substantial number of consent judgments where no licenses were 
even requested suggests that in some of these cases compulsory li- 
censing may not have been the relief needed to permit competition 
with the defendant. If a patent right has been misused a limited in- 
junction against its enforcement appears to be the normal and appro- 
priate remedy. Where substantial royalties may be collected under a 
compulsory licensing decree competition may be better promoted by 
such an injunction}against¥enforcement. 

The fact that a consent decree negotiation may ordinarily result in 
less effective relief than might be obtained after a trial cannot justify 
substitution of compulsory licensing upon reasonable royalties for an 
injunction against enforcement of patent rights. If the antitrust vio- 
lation embraces a misuse of patents by an unlawful attempt to extend 
the patent monopoly, compulsory licensing may continue rather than 
prohibit the misuse. In short, if misapplied, compulsory licensing re- 
lief may harm rather than advance the objectives of both the patent 
laws and the antitrust laws. If compulsory licensing is accepted as 
the principal remedy granted by a decree there should be a reservation 
which permits the Government to review the competitive situation at 
a future date and reopen the decree if the compulsory licensing pro- 
visions are not found to have been effective. 


V. PRACTICAL PROBLEMS OF ADMINISTRATION 


The results of the subcommittee’s survey of the practical problems 
that have arisen in the administration of compulsory licensing have 
been grouped under the following topics: 

A. The problem of determining what is a reasonable royalty 
and the Justice Department’s attitude toward participating in 
such determination; 

B. The problem of patent applications; 

C. The problem of publicizing patents available for licensing; 

D. The problem of listing patents in a manner that will be 
meaningful to prospective applicants; and 

E. Problems of reciprocal licensing. 


A. The problem of determining what is a reasonable royalty and the 
Justice Department’s attitude toward participating in such 
determination 

Most of the judgments which require compulsory licensing will also 
rovide that the patents be licensed for a uniform reasonable royalty. 
he judgment generally outlines a procedure for arriving at a reason- 

able royalty in the event the defendant and prospective licensee are 
in disagreement. The following provision is typical: 


Upon receiving any application for a license in accordance 
with the provisions of this section IV, the defendant shall 
advise the applicant of the royalty it deems reasonable for 
the patent or patents to which the application pertains. If 
the parties are unable to agree upon what constitutes a 
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reasonable royalty within 60 days from the date the appli- 
cation for the license was received by the defendant, the 
applicant therefor or the defendant may, forthwith petition 
this,Court for the determination of a reasonable royalty, and 
the said defendant shall, upon receipt of notice of filing such 
petition, promptly give notice thereof to the Attorney 
General. In any such proceeding the burden of proof shall be 
upon the defendant to establish the reasonableness of the 
royalty requested by it; and the reasonable royalty rates, if 
any, determined by the Court, shall apply to.the applicant 
and to all other licensees under the same patent or patents. 
Pending the completion of negotiations or of any such Court 
proceedings, the applicant shall have the right to make, use, 
and vend under the patent or patents to which its application 
pertains, without payment of royalty or other compensation, 
but subject to the following provisions: The defendant may 
petition the Court to fix an interim royalty rate pending final 
determination of what constitutes a reasonable royalty, if any. 
If the Court fixes such interim royalty rate, the defendant 
shall then grant, and the applicant shall accept, a license 
providing for the periodic payment of royalties at such 
interim rates from the date of the making of such application 
by the applicant. If the applicant fails to accept such 
license or fails to pay the interim royalty therein provided, 
such action shall be grounds for the denial or dismissal of his 
application, Where an interim license has been issued 
pursuant to these provisions, reasonable royalty rates, if 
any, as finally determined by the Court shall be retroactive 
for the applicant and all other licensees under the same patent 
or pene to the date the applicant filed his application for 
a license. 


This standard language contemplates that the applicant will first 
apply to the licensor-defendant for a license and that these two 
businessmen will, by negotiations between themselves, try to work 
out a royalty rate that is satisfactory to both. One easy means 
which a defendant-licensor might undertake to frustrate the judg- 
ment, in the absence of any further procedure, would be to demand 
such an exorbitant royalty rate as to discourage 7 jaa seeking 
licenses. In order to prevent such frustration, the judgments provide 
for a court hearing and a determination of the rate in the event the 
parties cannot agree. When such a hearing occurs, the Attorney 
General is to be given notice and, under the judgment, has a right to 
participate in the hearing. 

As a practical matter, the licensor and the applicant in a vast 
number of judgments have reached a royalty agreement and neither 
the Justice Department nor the courts has had any part whatever in 
fixing the royalty rates. This result is consistent with the policy of 
the Justice Department which has been stated, as follows: 


It is the policy of the Department not to participate in 
such proceedings to determine reasonable royalty rates. We 
feel that such matters are properly the concern only of the 
patentee and applicant for a license so long as the applicant 
is afforded protection, by resort to the Court, against such 
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arbitrary royalties as might amount to a refusal to license. 
Aside from this basic view, reasonable royalty proceedings 
would generally require assignment of personnel which, in our 
opinion, can be more fruitfully employed on other matters.!° 


In only; six,situations to date have the courts had occasion’,to deter- 
mine the rate of royalty.” In only three of these hearings did the 
Justice Department have an active role in the fixingjof such,a rate. 
The circumstances surrounding these proceedings and the Justice 
Department’s participation in them have been summarized below. 
Thus, while it might appear from a mere reading of these judgments 
that elaborate, costly, and burdensome royalty proceedings are con- 
templated in which the Department of Justice would be an active 
participant, the defendants have seldom been forced to license at rates 
fixed by the courts. 

1. United States v. Hartford Empire Co. (Civil 4426, N.D., Ohio). 
re under sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman Act and section 3 of 
the Clayton Act filed on December 11, 1939, in the district court 
(N.D., Ohio) against 10 corporations engaged in the manufacture of 
glassware and glass containers or controlling patents on glassmaking 
machinery, a trade association of glass manufacturers, a corporation 
which managed the affairs of the trade association, and 101 individuals. 
The complaint alleged that defendants conspired to restrain inter- 
state commerce by securing a monopoly of patents covering automatic 
glassmaking machinery; unreasonably restricted the production and 
distribution of such machinery; allocated the products to be manu- 
factured by each defendant manufacturer between container and non- 
container fields; and by their monopoly were able to maintain non- 
competitive prices. Trial of the case began on March 3, 1941, and on 
August 25, 1942, the court held that defendants had violated the 
Sherman Act and section 3 of the Clayton Act, and that a receiver to 
operate Hartford-Empire pending final determination of the cause 
should be immediately appointed. Also included was a requirement 
of unrestricted i eal royalty-free licensing under defendants’ 
present patents and patent applications (46 F. Supp. 541). Final 
oe in accordance with this holding was entered on October 8, 
_ On defendant’s appeal to the Supreme Court, the case was argued 
in November 1943 and questions as to the form of the judgment. were 
reargued in October 1944. On January 8, 1945, the Supreme Court 
although affirming the holding that defendants had violated the anti- 
trust laws, held that requirement of royalty-free licensing and prohibi- 
tion against leasing of defendants’ patented machines were improper, 
but that defendants should be required to license their present and 
future patents in certain fields at a reasonable royalty and without dis- 
crimination or restriction. It also held that it was proper to enjoin 
defendants from bringing suit for past infringement of their patents. 
The judgment contained the standard provision for royalty determina- 
tion (323 U.S. 386). On April 2, 1945, the Supreme Court, on the 
Governments petition, issued an opinion clarifying its prior holding in 
important respects (324 U.S. 570, CCH 1944-1945 Trade Cases, par. 
57,319, includes both Supreme Court opinions). 


Soe Assistant Attorney General Victor R. Hanson to Senator Joseph C. O’Mahoney, dated 
30 This does not include the ASCA P judgment ref i . i i 
of ooppriinad siateriate ‘judgment referred to infra, p. 34, relating to the compulsory licensing 
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After the Supreme Court’s decision considerable revision had to be 
done on the judgment. The patent licensing provision was compli- 
cated in that a number of different types of machines were involved 
with numerous patents covering each of the various types and the 
judgment required licensing a right to make and sell machines under 
the patents. Before the judgment only the use of the machines had 
been licensed. 

Discussions were held with the defendants and also with a committee 
of licensees which had been formed to attempt to agree upon a proposed 
judgment. Agreement was reached in very large part with respect to 
a schedule of royalties for the use of the machines. Hartford con- 
tended that it wanted at least an equal royalty to be paid by persons 
who might want to make and sell the machines. The Government 
opposed this position and that dispute was submitted to the Court 
which decided in the Government’s favor and set up a basis for the 
determination of such royalties. The Court set a period of time during 
which the parties were to attempt to agree on the initial royalties to be 
charged and provided that if they could not agree a proceeding would 
be held before a master to determine the royalties, (65 F. Supp. 271, 
CCH 1946-1947 Trade Cases, par. 57,480). The parties did not agree 
and the master’s proceeding was begun in 1946 in Toledo, Ohio. An 
extended hearing was had but before the hearing was completed, the 
matter was terminated by an agreement between the parties. 

2. United States v. Vehicular Parking Ltd. (Civil 259, District 
Court, Delaware). Complaint under sections 1 and 3 of the Sherman 
Act filed July 3, 1942, against seven corporations, 10 of their officers 
and two individuals doing business as a partnership, charging them 
with conspiracy to fix prices of parking meters and parts and to monop- 
olize their sale and distribution. The complaint alleged that Vehicu- 
lar, a patent holding corporation, acquired patents of dubious validity 
and, by entering into license agreements with the other defendants 
and threatening unlicensed manufacturers with patent infringement 
suits, pstuetled prices and terms and conditions of sale of parking 
meters and parts. 

After trial of the case the Court, on March 28, 1944, held that the 
Government has sustained its charges of violation of the Sherman Act 
and the Government was entitled to a judgment giving comprehensive 
relief (54 F. Supp. 828, CCH 1944-1945 ‘Trade! Cases, par. 57, 226). 

On July 18, 1944, the Court entered a judgment which enjoined 
defendants from instituting or threatening to institute suits for patent 
infringement or to collect royalties under the patents improperly used 
in carrying out defendants’ conspiracy, and enjoined defendants from 
instituting or threatening to institute infringement suits under new 
patents against users or purchasers of parking meters until infringe- 
ment had been established against the manufacturers or sellers (56 F. 
Supp. 297, CCH 1944-1945 Trade Cases, par. 57,277). 

On motion of certain defendants for a modification of the final 
judgment, the Court, on August 8, 1945, held that it had no power to 
require royalty-free licensing of patents, and struck from the decree 
a provision reserving this question for later determination. But the 
Court did hold that there should be added to the judgment a require- 
ment for compulsory licensing of such patents on reasonable terms, 
and retained jurisdiction to determine such terms. The Court further 
held that the prior injunctive provisions of the decree against suits for 
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infringement or royalties should not be modified until the defendants 
could show that they had dissipated the effects of their prior misuse of 
patents (61 F. Supp. 656; CCH 1944-1945 Trade Cases, par. 57,404). 

On May 6, 1946, the court amended the final judgment of July 18, 
1944, as to two provisions upon which it had reserved decision. The 
court directed defendants to issue to any applicant an absolutely un- 
restricted license under patents which had been pooled, but permitted 
defendants to charge, after the date of entry of the order, a reasonable 
royalty for such licenses. It also enjoined defendants from instituting 
suits for past infringement or past royalties due, and from disclosing 
to stockholders information concerning parking meters emanating 
from present or prospective purchasers of parking meters unless it 
disclosed such information to all other manufacturers. 

Following entry of this amending order Magee-Hale Park-~O-Meter 
Co. approached defendant Vehicular for a license under certain of 
Vehicular’s patents required to be licensed by the amended judgment. 
Upon inability of Magee-Hale and Vehicular to agree upon the royalty 
basis for such a license, Magee-Hale, on December 18, 1946, filed a 
petition for leave to intervene and motion for interpretation and modi- 
fication of the amended judgment of July 1944. Among the things 
sought by Magee-Hale was that the court fix a reasonable royalty for 
a license under each of the defendant’s patents which the amended 
judgment required to be licensed. 

Thereafter, on July 23, 1947, the court granted Magee-Hale’s motion 
to intervene. Following a number of collateral moves by the parties 
(not here pertinent) a pretrial hearing was held on January 22, 1948, 
at which time Magee-Hale advanced its claim that the issue of valid- 
ity of the patents in suit in the reasonable royalty proceedings was a 
proper issue to be determined by the court as bearing directly on the 
issue of reasonable royalties. ‘The court requested that all parties, 
including the Government, express their views as to the issues which 
should be determined in the reasonable royalty proceedings including, 
specifically, Magee-Hale’s claim of patent invalidity. In response to 
this request, the Antitrust Division submitted to the court on April 
8, 1948, a memorandum on the question of whether patent validity 
and scope may be considered in reasonable royalty proceedings. In 
this memorandum, the Antitrust Division took the position that such 
issues are proper ones in reasonable royalty proceedings. The Divi- 
sion, however, specifically took the further position that it did not 
wish to participate in the reasonable royalty proceedings and that was 
a matter solely between Magee-Hale and Vehicular. 

On July 22, 1948, the court ruled that neither patent validity nor 
the scope of patent coverage should be gone into in the reasonable 
royalty proceedings and requested submission of an order referring 
the matter of reasonable royalties to a master and fixing the scope 
of such reference. Such an order was entered on October 19, 1948. 

The Antitrust Division did not participate in the reasonable royalty 
proceedings before the master although several times requested to do 
so by interested counsel. The master filed his preliminary report 
dated April 20, 1950, with the court setting forth his proposed reason- 
able royalty and requesting submission of exceptions, supporting 
memorandums and oral arguments, if desired. However, the royalty 
rates recommended by the master did not become effective. Before 
the court could determine the matter, the stock of defendant Vehicular 
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was dissolved in 1952 and all of its patents, including those involved 
in the reasonable royalty proceedings were transferred to the stock- 
holders who, in turn, sold the patents to Magee-Hale. | 

3. United States v. American Optical Company (Civil 10-391, S.D. 
N.Y.). Complaint under sections 1, 2 and 3 of the Sherman Act and 
section 3 of the Clayton Act filed September 16, 1940, against American 
Optical Co., 22 corporations, 1 trusteeship and 60 individuals, charging 
a conspiracy to monopolize and restrain interstate and foreign com- 
merce in ophthalmic frames and other optical goods. The complaint 
alleged that defendants, as owners of various patents, combined to 
fix prices for both patented and unpatented optical goods sold by 
manufacturers, wholesalers, and retailers. . 

A final consent judgment was entered September 17, 1948, against 
13 manufacturers of eyeglass frames and mountings, a national trade 
association of optical wholesalers, 6 optical wholesalers, a trusteeship,. 
2 patent holding companies and 13 individuals, enjoiing price fixing; 
canceling certain patent licenses and agreements; requiring that) 
patents and trademarks relating to frames and mountings be licensed 
to other manufacturers upon reasonable royalties; and prohibiting 
boycotting of wholesalers (CCH 1948-49 Trade Cases, par. 62, 308). 
The remaining defendants were dismissed. _ ; 

Pursuant to the judgment, Shuron Optical Co., Inc., applied to 
American Optical Co. for a reasonable royalty license under U.S. 
letters patent reissue No, 21255. Upon disagreement between 
Shuron and American Optical as to a reasonable royalty, Shuron 
invoked standard reasonable royalty provisions of the judgment and 
requested American Optical to apply to the judgment court for 
determination of a reasonable royalty. : 

Pursuant to the final judgment, and upon Shuron’s request, Ameri- 
can instituted a proceeding in the judgment court for determination 
of reasonable royalties. Notice of the filing thereof was served upon 
the Attorney General and an opportunity was given to the Attorney 
General to be heard with respect to the controversy. The Attorney 
General, however, appeared in the proceedings and stated that he 
did not wish to take any position with respect to the royalty contro- 
versy between American and Shuron and requested no opportunity 
to be heard. é ; 

Thereafter the judgment court held appropriate hearings and made 
a determination that 3 cents per ophthalmic mounting constituted a 
reasonable royalty for a nonexclusive, nonassignable license to make, 
use, and vend ophthalmic mountings under the patent involved. 

4. United States v. Besser Manufacturing Company (Civil 8144, 
E.D. Mich.). Complaint filed April 28, 1949, alleging violations of 
sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman Act by two corporations and three 
individuals in the manufacture of concrete-block machinery. The 
defendants were alleged to have eliminated competition by illegal 
extension of their patent rights, allocation of territories, patent in- 
fringement suits, and coercion of competitors. Following trial, the 
court filed an opinion January 30, 1951, finding that the defendants 
had violated sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman Act as alleged and entered 
its final judgment April 12, 1951. i A : 

This final judgment required Besser to dispose of certain holdings 
in codefendant Stearns Manufacturing Co.; required compulsory 
licensing upon reasonable royalties of certain patents; required that 
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lessees of Besser machines be given an option to withdraw from the 
lease and enjoined future exclusive patent agreements between the 
parties (96 F. Supp. 304, CCH 1950-51 Trade Cases, par. 62, 773). 

The Government urged the court to adopt the standard procedure 
for determining the rate of royalty, but instead the court established a 
‘royalty committee” to perform that function. Subparagraph (B) of 
paragraph VII of the final judgment in this case provided that, in order 
to arrive at a fair royalty price for the use of the various patents, 
present and future, which the defendants were required to license to 
any applicant and to arrive at the form and content of royalty con- 
tracts, both plaintiff and defendants should each select two persons as 
members of a committee to determine such fair royalty prices and the 
form and content of the royalty contracts. This final judgment 
provided further that, in the event of the inability of the four persons 
so selected to agree upon such royalty rates or content of the royalty 
contracts on or before May 5, 1951, they should then select and appoint 
a fifth person to act with them. If the four could not agree upon the 
selection of the fifth member before May 12, 1951, then the questions 
and points not agreed upon— 


shall forthwith be referred to this court which shall then have 
the right to act as the fifth member himself or select another 
person in his stead to aid in making the final decision. 


Subparagraph (C) of section VII of said final judgment further 
provided that the— 


final royalty prices together with the form and contents of 
the royalty agreement when determined, shall be forthwith 
filed by the Government with the U.S. district court clerk 
and upon so filing will then become a part of this judgment 
just as though it were now included therein. 


Thereafter and pursuant to section VII of the final judgment, the 
Government on April 23, 1951, designated with the qualification 
that they did not serve as representatives or agents of the Department 
of Justice, two persons to sit with representatives of the defendants 
as a committee to determine fair royalty prices and the form and 
contents of the royalty contracts. 

On May 8, 1951, the defendants applied to the district court for a 
stay of certain provisions of the final judgment pending an appeal to 
the Supreme Court of the United States. The court refused to grant 
the stay and pursuant to a specific ruling by the trial court that such 
action would not be prejudicial to their appeal rights, the defendants 
on May 9, 1951, designated two representatives to serve on this 
committee. 

By order of Mr. Justice Reed of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, certain of the provisions of the final judgment were stayed on 
May 11, 1951, for 30 days, except the provisions dealing with the 
“royalty committee” and certain other provisions enjoining the insti- 
tution of patent infringement suits and the making of certain contracts. 

Thereafter the “royalty committee’? met in an attempt to agree 
upon a fair royalty price for the use of the patents involved, but on 
May 23 reported to the trial judge their inability to agree. The trial 
judge then designated himself as the fifth member of the “royalty 
committee” and proceeded to establish the “fair royalty price.” 
Thereafter, on May 29, 1951, with the trial judge serving as the fifth 
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member of the royalty committee, a ‘‘proposed form of license agree- 
ment” was determined upon incorporating the final royalty rates 
previously established at the May 23 meeting and, pursuant to section 
VII(C) of the judgment, a report was filed on May 29, 1951, by the 
Government with the clerk of the district court setting forth the 
royalty rates and form and content of the license agreement deter- 
mined by the committee. The rates finally determined were blanket 
rates which covered the use of all patents owned by the respective 
defendants. ’ Six 

Following a recitation of the procedure established by the district 
court, the Supreme Court in its decision (Besser Mfg. Co., et al., v. 
United States, 334 U.S. 444 (1952)) rendered May 26, 1952, upheld 
the provisions of the trial court judgment and said: 


When an impasse was reached with regard to royalty rates 
on certain Besser patents, the judge stepped in as the fifth 
arbitrator and voted for the rates proposed by the Govern- 
ment-appointed representatives. Appellants assail this pro- 
cedure with the contention that royalties set must be “made 
in judicial proceedings based on the hearing and evaluation 
of evidence in the light of appropriate criteria.” 

* * * * * 


Although not condemning the royalty-setting procedure 
used here, the Government indicates faint enthusiasm for it, 
and suggests that this court consider the procedure outlined 
by it below and direct that it be utilized hereafter in the pro- 
ceedings remaining in this litigation. We would exceed our 
appellate functions were we to adopt that suggestion in this 
case. ‘The framing of decrees should take place in the dis- 
trict rather than in appellate courts.’ International Salt Co. 
yv. United States, supra, at 400; United States v. Crescent 
Amusement Co., supra, at 185. 


5. United States v. Libbey-Owens-Ford Glass Company (Civil 
5239, N.D. Ohio). Complaint under sections 1, 2, and 3 of the Sher- 
man Act, sections 2, 3, and 7 of the Clayton Act, and section 73 of the 
Wilson Tariff Act, filed May 23, 1945, charging 9 manufacturers, 
16 of their officers, and a trade association with conspiring to restrain 
and monopolize the production, processing, distribution, and sale of 
flat glass in the United States. An amended complaint was filed 
March 19, 1946. On September 6, 1946, a final decree was entered as 
to Corning Glass Works requiring Corning to divest itself of stock in 
American Securit Co.; requiring compulsory licensing at reasonable 
royalties under patents relating to flat glass; and enjoining Corning 
from observing any restriction as a condition to the exchange of in- 
formation regarding present and future patents or any restriction 
which limits imports or exports of flat glass (CCH 1946-47 Trade 
Cases, par. 57,489). Two individual defendants were bound by this 
decree. Trial of the case commenced March 1, 1948, and 14 individual 
defendants were dismissed during trial. On October 30, 1948, a con- 
sent judgment was signed by nine corporations (CCH 1948-49 Trade 
Cases, par. 62,323). : 

Section XIV of the final judgment of October 30, 1948, required 
certain of the defendants, including American Securit Co., to grant 
licenses under specific patents on reasonable royalties and established 
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the standard procedures for the court to determine reasonable royalties 
in the event the applicant and defendant were unable to reach an agree- 
ment. This section also prohibited this defendant “from including 
any restriction or condition whatsoever in any license or sublicense 
granted by it * * *” and section XVII enjoined it from granting 
any license which provided as a condition that the applicant should 
accept a license under another patent owned or controlled by Securit. 

Shatterproof Glass Corp., in 1951, approached American Securit 
for a license under certain of its patents subject to the judgment. 
After substantial negotiations during which the parties were unable 
to agree upon royalties, American Securit in 1955 instituted a patent 
infrmgement suit in Delaware against Shatterproof charging it with 
infringement of the judgment patents which were the subject of the 
negotiations for license. At this point, Shatterproof filed a petition 
with the judgment court for a determination of reasonable royalties 
for the use of the patents Shatterproof had tried to license from Ameri- 
can Securit. 

Section XIV of the 1948 final judgment further provided that, 
pending the completion of negotiations for a license or the determina- 
tion of reasonable royalties by the court, the applicant for a license 
(Shatterproof, in this case) should have the right to use the patents 
subject to ultimate determination of royalties either by agreement 
of parties or by the court. Because of this judgment provision, the 
Department concluded that the Delaware infringement suit of Ameri- 
can Securit against Shatterproof raised a question of compliance by 
American Securit with the provisions of the 1948 judgment. The 
Department, therefore, filed a petition October 6, 1955, in the decree 
court, asking that American Securit be restrained from interfering 
with the exercise by Shatterproof of its judgment rights to use the 
patents pending royalty determination. At the same time Judge 

eahy of the Delaware court was advised of the action being taken 
by the Government in the Ohio court and on October 6, 1955, there 
was filed with the Delaware court a representation of interest in which 
the Government urged that the Delaware court refrain from takin 
further action in the patent infringement suit pending a hearing an 
determination of the reasonable royalty proceeding by the Ohio court. 

The Ohio court, on October 19, 1955, held a hearing on the Govern- 
ment’s petition and, on December 13, 1955, Judge Kloeb entered an 
order dismissing not only its petition, but also the application of 
Shatterproof for determination of reasonable royalties. The basis 
for the decree court’s decision was that Shatterproof had unreasonably 
delayed in filing its application for a determination of reasonable 
royalties, had not acted in good faith, and, under the circumstances, 
the court did not wish to assume jurisdiction of the matter. 

Thereafter Shatterproof moved for a new trial which, however, was 
denied on February 8, 1956, following which the Government, on 
February 29, 1956, filed with the Delaware court an additional repre- 
sentation of interest and withdrew its former objections to further 
proceedings in the Delaware patent infringement suit. 

The Delaware infringement action, therefore, proceeded to trial 
before Chief Judge Leahy who, in granting summary judgment for 
defendant Shatterproof, stated in an interlocutory opinion,” among 


4 154 F. Supp. 890, decided July 19, 1957, rehearing denied Sept. 18, 1957. ‘The interlocutory opinion was 
made final by Judge Leahy’s successor, 11 F, Supp. 813. 
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other things, that the policy of plaintiff to grant no license except 
under all patents for a fixed royalty was one of unlawful coercion 
contrary to public policy, and that the terms of the standard form of 
package license agreement employed by the plaintiff were in conflict 
with the decree, which could be asserted in a defense of the infringe- 
ment action. 

American Securit Co. had also sued Hamilton Glass Co. in the 
district court at Terre Haute, Ind., for alleged infringement. Hamil- 
ton denied infringement and affirmatively alleged invalidity of the 
patents, misuse thereof, and sought by counterclaim a declaratory 
judgment of invalidity and noninfringement, as well as an injunction 
for attempted monopolization and restraint of trade in violation of 
the Sherman Act. Both sides moved for summary judgment. 

The Indiana district court, in entering an order,” without opinion, 
dismissed Securit’s complaint on the following grounds: (1) Securit 
misused its patents and was guilty of unclean hands in that it engaged 
in package licensing, i.e. it refused to license less than all patents; (2) 
Securit refused to license less than all patents for less than the royalty 
charged for all; and (3) Securit had violated the Ohio consent decree 
by its package licensing practices. 

On appeal to the Seventh Circuit the Court of Appeals held,” among 
other things, that the issue as to whether Securit had misused its 
patents and was engaged in package licensing of its patents by refusing 
to license less than all, and the issue whether Securit misused its 
patents in refusing to license less than all for less than the royalty 
charged for all, precluded summary judgment; that the evidence which 
was introduced in the lower court was conflicting, of uncertain weight, 
in part incompetent, and itself susceptible of various interpretations 
which only by a trial could the court ascertain pertinent facts and 
decide questions of substantive law. The court of appeals also stated 
that the Indiana court had authority to construe the consent decree 
for the purpose of adjudicating the charge of misuse of patents based 
upon an alleged violation of the consent decree. The court of appeals, 
therefore, reversed and remanded the case for a, trial.” 

On July 9, 1958, Securit filed a petition for construction in the Ohio 
court of those portions of the consent decree in issue before Judge 
Leahy. The petition stated, among other things, that Pittsburgh 
Plate Glass Co. had requested a license on 39 patents and one appli- 
cation relating to the tempering patents owned by Securit; that Lib- 
bey-Owens-Ford Glass Co. had requested a license under 41 patents 
and one application; and that subsequent licensees had requested and 
executed a ‘‘standard license’? which included all patents owned by 
Securit. In its prayer, Securit requested the court to construe the 
consent decree, in part, as follows: 


The grant by petitioner of a license to use all said patents in 
a single document, where the applicant has requested a license 
under all, does not violate said consent decree, whether or not 
the listing of all such patents be called a ‘package’. 

* * * Petitioner did not violate said consent decree by 
executing licenses in which applicants willingly agreed to pro- 
visions for a minimum royalty. * * * 

% Unreported. The order is dated July 3, 1957. 


33 254 F. 2d 889, decided Apr. 24, 1958. 
4 Tt is believed this case was settled before trial. 
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Petitioner did not violate said consent decree by advising 
an applicant it would not license an individual patent for less 
than the royalty charged for all its patents. 


At the hearing on the above petition, Securit called the attention 
of the court to the two infringement suits it had instituted, the reason- 
ableness of the royalties for the package, and the need for a construc- 
tion of the consent decree contrary to those rendered by the Delaware 
and Indiana district courts. The Government did not go into the 
merits of package licensing, reasonableness of royalties, or the contro- 
versy between Securit and its alleged infringers, but reminded the 
court, among other things, that in the 1955 proceeding, above referred 
to, it refused to take jurisdiction of the Government’s motion to enjoin 
Securit from proceeding in Delaware against Shatterproof until it had 
determined a reasonable royalty, for the reason that the proceeding 
was pending in Delaware. The Government, in turn, requested that 
the court not take jurisdiction of Securit’s motion for the same reason. 

At the conclusion of the hearing, the court rendered an oral opinion 
from the bench in which it stated, among other things: that ordinarily, 
under the consent decree, package licensing would be improper, but 
the situation was peculiar in the instant proceeding as Securit’s patents 
related to tempering of glass only and that, under these circumstances, 
a rate of 2 cents per square foot royalty for the use of one or all the 
patents could not be considered wrong. The court also stated that 
Securit’s package licensing system had been in effect for 10 years and 
there was no complaint in the court from any applicant.*® The court, 
therefore, directed that an order be entered that Securit’s package 
licensing system did not violate the consent decree.” 

On October 19, 1958, the Government moved to vacate the court’s 
order, findings, and conclusions, and requested a rehearing. On 
December 29, 1958, the court overruled the Government’s motion. 

In the meantime the Delaware litigation had proceeded to a final 
judgment apparently contrary to the opinion expressed by the Ohio 
district court as to the legality of Securit’s package licensing system. 
On September 22, 1958, the Delaware district court, speaking through 
Judge Steel, had, in accordance with Judge Leahy’s earlier opinion, 
found that this method of licensing was a misuse of Securit’s patent 
rights which also violated the Government’s antitrust decree (116 F. 
Supp. 813; 118 U.S.P.Q. 526). This judgment was affirmed by the 
Third Circuit Court of Appeals on July 14, 1959 (268 F. 2d 769; 122 
US.P.Q. 167). 

The difference in decree construction between the proceedings in 
the Ohio and Delaware courts may be accounted for by the fact that 
in Delaware there was an applicant, Shatterproof, insisting upon its 
right to license less than all of the patents in the package, while in 
Ohio neither Shatterproof nor any other applicant for such a license 
was heard from. However, if the Ohio court’s opinion only approves 
a package license where the applicant desires such a license, it is 
difficult to understand why Securit’s petition for construction was 
entertained. The only controversy cited by Securit as a basis for its 
petition was an asserted condemnation by the Indiana and Delaware 
district court decisions of the licensing practice presented to the Ohio 
court. 


28 The court did not consider Shatterproof as a bona fide applicant. 
% Reported in CCH Trade Regulation Reports, par. 69, 147. 
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6. United States v. New Wrinkle, Inc. et al. (872 U.S. 371; CCH 
1955 Trade Cases, par. 68, 141, S.D. Ohio). The complaint, which 
charged price fixing and misuse of patents in the manufacture and 
sale of wrinkle finishes, was dismissed by the district court in Ohio for 
failure to state a cause of action. The Supreme Court reversed (342 
U.S. 371) and following trial the district court then decided against 
defendant New Wrinkle, Inc., and a final judgment was entered’ Octo- 
ber 27, 1955. New Wrinkle was directed to license its patents, but 
the judgment did not contain the standard provisions establishing the 
procedure for the determination of a reasonable royalty rate. The 
court fixed the rate of 5 cents per gallon, the rate charged in licenses 
executed prior to the institution of the suit, as being a reasonable 
royalty, but further provided that any licensee dissatisfied with this 
rate might, within a specified time, enter objections and request the 
court to fix a lower rate. No objection was entered during the time 
allowed. 

On December 29, 1955, defendant presented a new standard license 
agreement form and sought a court order approving the use of such 
form in licenses granted pursuant to the judgment. Defendant 
argued that computation of royalties should be based not only upon 
the amount of wrinkle finishes manufactured by the use of one or more 
of lts licensed patents, but also on the basis of all wrinkle finishes 
manufactured by a licensee, irrespective of the actual use of such 
patents. (This is the so-called Hazeltine formula.”) Defendant 
moved that it be authorized to insert a provision in the license 
providing that the 5 cents royalty was to be computed by this for- 
mula where all or “substantially all’’ of defendant’s patents were 
licensed. A separate provision provided that the royalty would be 
computed on the basis of actual use of such patents, if only one or a 
few of defendant’s patents were licensed. The Government opposed 
the adoption of defendant’s proposals. 

On August 15, 1956, the court entered a decision on the motion and, 
based thereon, an order dated October 16, 1956, the latter accom- 
panied by a letter which explained the reasons for the formulation of 
the order. The court rejected defendant’s position that royalties 
could be exacted regardless of the actual use of licensed patents, 
but allowed voluntary agreements on an “irrespective” basis as an 
optional feature should the licensee want the royalties computed on 
this basis. Thereafter the Department of Justice sent out a circular 
letter to all licensees (several hundred) pointing out that, under the 
order, there was no compulsion to accept the “Hazeltine formula.” 

The same issue was also involved in private litigation between 
New Wrinkle, Inc., and one of its licensees. The Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the Third Circuit affirmed a district court holding that 
royalties were due only for wrinkle finishes in the manufacture of 
which the licensed patents had actually been used, New Wrinkle v. 
Armitage (238 F.2d 753 (1956)). See also New Wrinkle v. Armitage 
(168 F. Supp. 244; 119 U.S.P.Q. 485 (Dee. 15, 1958)). 

Here the decision as to the decree’s requirements was the same in 
the public suit as in the private litigation and the Government’s suit 
had also been fully litigated. It may be doubted whether the contra- 
dictory results in the cases involving the American Securit patents 
“a1In Automatic Radio Manufacturing Co. v. Hazeltine Research, Inc., 389 U.S. 827, 882-833 (1950), the 


Court, in the absence of any finding of patent misuse, upheld a percentage royalty system based on the dollar 
volume of the licensee’s production in unpatented as well as patented products. 
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would have occurred if, instead of entering a consent decree, the 
Government had prosecuted its antitrust suit against American 
Securit to a final judgment. In such an event the problem with 
which Judge Kloeb was confronted upon Securit’s motion for construc- 
tion of the decree, would probably have been resolved in deciding 
the merits of the litigation, and the Government’s presentation would 
have been addressed to the merits of compulsory package licensing 
rather than the purely procedural issues which the motion to construe 
the decree raised. 

7. United States v. American Society of Composers, Authors & 
Publishers (Civil No. 13-95, S.D.N.Y.). The complaint in this case 
was brought under section 1 of the Sherman Act, on February 26, 1941, 
against ASCAP and three of its officers. It charged a conspiracy in 
restraint of interstate and foreign trade and commerce in radio broad- 
casting, sheet music, motion picture films, and electrical transcriptions. 
The defendants had allegedly entered into the conspiracy— 


with the intent, purpose, and effect of unreasonably and 
unlawfully maintaining enhanced and uniform prices in the 
interstate commerce in copyrighted musical compositions 
controlled by the society. 


A final judgment was entered on March 4, 1941, which provided, 
among other things, that the defendant society must grant a license 
to any applicant, but shall not enter into any license agreement which 
shall result in discriminating in prices or terms between licensees 
similarly situated. 

An amended consent judgment was entered on March 14, 1950, 
which requires defendant (sec. VII(B)), upon written request, to 
issue a license to perform any, some, or all of the compositions in 
defendant’s repertoire to any unlicensed radio or television broad- 
caster, and contains a provision (sec. IX) providing that, if the 
parties are unable to agree upon a reasonable fee within 60 days 
after the date of the application, the applicant may apply to the court 
for the determination of a reasonable license fee. Pending the com- 
pletion of negotiations or proceedings for such court determination, 
either party may apply to the court to fix an interim fee pending 
final determination by the court as to what constitutes a reasonable 
fee and, after the fixing of such interim fee, a license shall be issued 
by the defendant to the applicant. Failure by the applicant to accept 
such a license shall be grounds for the dismissal of his application. 
When a reasonable fee has been determined by the court, it shall be 
retroactive to the date the applicant acquired the right to use any, 
some, or all of the compositions in the defendant’s repertoire. Once 
a reasonable fee has been determined, defendant must offer a license 
at a comparable rate to all other applicants similarly situated who 
thereafter apply for a license; however, no license agreement volun- 
tarily executed prior to the court determination shall be affected by 
such determination. Nothing in the section shall prevent any 
applicant or licensee from attacking, in the aforesaid proceedings or 
in any other controversy, the validity of the copyright of any of the 
compositions in the defendant’s repertoire. 

Since the entry of the amended judgment in 1950, numerous appli- 
cations have been filed with the court, pursuant to section IX of the 
judgment, although none has actually come to a hearing; however, in 
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a few instances the proceedings have gone so far as to have the court 
set an interim fee. The Department has not participated in argu- 
ments as to the amount of the license fees but has participated when 
other questions arose as to the application of the judgment. 

However, the Department has recently consented to a modification 
of this decree designed to provide a more equitable distribution of 
license fees among ASCAP’s member. The modified judgment has 
elaborate provisions for the computation of the shares of the de- 
fendant’s members, which are presumably enforceable by contempt 
proceedings. The court and the Department of Justice are therefore 
directly involved in economic regulation of the internal affairs of a 
business organization. Regardless of the merits of the modification 
as a response to a need for adequate regulation, the question remains 
whether this kind of regulation is an appropriate function of an anti- 
trust decree. 

Regulations of a business as a public utility, is ordinarily accom- 
plished by legislatively created standards administered by an agency 
having special competence in the regulated field. The form of business 
regulation imposed by the antitrust laws has been traditionally limited 
by the courts to restoring or establishing conditions which encourage 
competition as the appropriate regulatory force. That appears to be 
the only legitimate function of compulsory licensing relief in an 
antitrust judgment. 

The litigation discussed above in which reasonable royalties were 
judicially determined required expensive and time consuming pro- 
cedure, which was frequently inconclusive. Moreover the main 
burden of the litigation was borne by applicants who were ose oa 
to invest their own time and money in an effort to obtain a resolution 
of the reasonable royalty problem. Such proceedings may be burden- 
some, particularly for a small business, and it is not at all ingeratale 
that some applicants, rather than assume this burden, have agreed to 
a royalty which they believe is high, or have just failed to take a license 
without raising the issue in the prescribed manner. If this happens, 
the Attorney General would not know of any royalty disagreement 
between the parties and it is possible that the objectives of the 
judgment would, to that extent, be frustrated. The following instance 
disclosed by the survey, indicates that this problem may be more 
real than imagined. 

The complaint in United States v. White Cap Company (Civil 
46—C-861, N.D. Ill.), was filed May 14, 1946, and alleged a conspiracy 
to monopolize and to restrain trade in container sealing machinery 
and caps for packing food products in glass containers. The complaint 
alleged that the defendant leased its machinery only on the condition 
that food packers purchase caps manufactured by the defendant. 
It was claimed also that the defendant supplied food packers with 
approximately 85 percent of the vacuum caps used in packaging 
certain food products. On June 17, 1948, a consent judgment was 
entered. The judgment canceled the illegal agreements and re- 
quired White Cap Co. to license certain of its patents to all applicants 
at a reasonable and nondiscriminatory royalty rate. 

In September 1948 a prospective licensee made a written request 
for a license pursuant to the provisions of the final judgment. The 
prospective licensee asked to be promptly advised concerning the 
royalties which White Cap deemed reasonable for the requested 
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patents. The applicant reserved the right to proceed in the manner 
provided in the final judgment if agreement concerning a reasonable 
royalty rate could not be reached with White Cap. 

Internal memorandums of White Cap reflect the views of various of 
its officials concerning the approach to be taken toward a reasonable 
royalty rate. One memorandum discussing this problem states “that 
the Vapor Machine that they are asking for has a market value of 
$10,000 and the hopper has a market value of $5,000.” The memo- 
randum comments further ‘‘the machine today costs us $3,200 and 
the hopper today costs us $1,200. If we were to be in the machine 
business, the Vapor Machine would sell for $7,500 and the hopper 
would sell for $2,500, making a total of $10,000 for the unit, * * *,” 
After considering the matter fully, White Cap Co. advised the appli- 
cant on November 15, 1948, that the royalty would be $5,000 for each 
machine manufactured under White Cap’s patents pertaining to seal- 
ing machinery and a royalty of $2,500 for each sorting or hopper 
mechanism manufactured under White Cap’s patents pertaining to 
sorting and hopper mechanisms, The applicant subsequently advised 
White Cap of its view that the royalties requested by White Cap were 
excessive. As a counteroffer, the applicant suggested a royalty of 
$100 for each machine manufactured under the sealing machinery 
patents and a royalty of $50 for each sorting or hopper mechanism 
manufactured under the pertinent patents. Thereafter, counsel for 
White Cap advised counsel for the applicant that White Cap was 
willing to cooperate in an effort to arrive at a royalty figure that 
fairly could be considered reasonable and suggested a meeting for the 
purpose of attempting to reach a middle ground between the requested 
royalty and the counter-figure proposed by the applicant. White 
Cap has advised that no further communication was received from the 
applicant after this suggestion concerning a possible compromise was 
made. The applicant apparently did not pursue the matter further 
with White Cap nor did it seek to obtain a determination of what 
would constitute a reasonable royalty under the procedures available 
to it in the consent judgment. 

The subcommittee staff expresses no opinion concerning the validity 
or merit of the claims of any of the parties in the disagreement re- 
flected above. This case does suggest, however, that existing proce- 
dures for resolving reasonable royalty disputes may not always be 
adequate. The actual reasons for the failure of this applicant to take 
a license are not known to the subcommittee staff; but on the basis of 
the information available, it appears that the royalty rate was the 
principal stumbling block; vie 3 that the Attorney General was not 
notified concerning the disagreement because the applicant, for some 
reason, did not wish to institute formal proceedings. 


B. The problem of patent applications 

Several cases covered by the subcommittee’s survey indicate that 
problems occasionally arise concerning the extent to which compul- 
sory licensing provisions of decrees apply to patent applications. 
These cases reflect that disagreements have apparently arisen, between 
defendants and applicants, concerning the former’s obligations with 
respect to the making available and licensing of patent applications. 
The cases discussed below are illustrative of problems that have 
arisen. 
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1. United States v. Technicolor, Inc. (Civil No. 7507-M, S.D. Calif.). 
A consent judgment was entered in 1950 against Technicolor which 

rovided, among other things, for compulsory licensing of patents. 
The specific provisions of the judgment, which defined patents and 
which outlined the licensing requirements, are the following: 


“Patents” means all U.S. letters patent relating to the 
manufacture of motion picture prints in color and applica- 
tions for such letters patent, and patents issued upon such 
applications, and renewals, reissues, divisions, and extensions 
thereof, owned or controlled by Technicolor or under which 
Technicolor has the power to issue licenses or sublicenses. 

Technicolor is hereby ordered and directed to grant to each 
applicant making a written request therefor a nonexclusive 
and unrestricted license, for which Technicolor shall receive 
no royalty or other compensation, to make, use, and vend 
under any, some, or all of the claims of the patents listed and 
enumerated in schedule A attached hereto and made a part 
hereof. 

Technicolor is hereby ordered and directed to grant to each 
applicant making a written request therefor, a nonexclusive 
and intestfiched linear, for which Technicolor may charge a 
reasonable and nondiscriminatory royalty, to make, use, and 
vend under: 

(1) Any, some or all of the patents listed in schedule B, 
attached Leis and made a part hereof. : - 

(2) Any patents issued to or acquired by Technicolor with- 
in the period ending November 28, 1953. 


In the context of the above provisions of the consent judgment, 
the following incident is of interest. In March 1950 Technicolor 
received a communication seeking information concerning both the 
patents and the applications available for licensing. ‘Technicolor 
advised the potential applicant that it did not understand— 


that we are obligated to make available to you copies of 
patent applications listed in schedule B of our consent decree 
filed February 28, 1950. 


Counsel for Technicolor was recently asked by the subcommittee 
to comment fully on the above incident and stated, as follows: 


The matter of the Motion Picture Research Council is now 
a dead issue for the reason that the controversy, if any 
existed, concerned whether or not Technicolor Corp. would 
supply Motion Picture Research Council with copies of cer- 
tain patent applications pending at the time the consent 
decree was issued. The patent applications in question 
have now all been issued as U.S. patents except two which 
were abandoned. As to the two that were abandoned, the 
information contained in them was published by means of 
patents issued as continuations-in-part of the abandoned 
applications. 


2. United States v. Rohm & Haas Co. (Civil 9068, E.D. Pa.). A 
complaint was filed on November 18, 1948, against Rohm & Haas 
alleging that it had conspired with and participated with three foreign 
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companies in a worldwide cartel allocating manufacturing and selling 
territories in the manufacture and sale of plastics by the joint exercise 
of patent rights. A consent judgment was entered on the same day 
the complaint was filed which, among other things, made available a 
number of patents on a royalty-free licensing basis. The paragraph 
in the judgment that dealt with the licensing of these patents directed 
poy Haas to issue to any applicant making written request there- 
‘or a license— 


under any one or more of the U.S. letters patent and patents 
issued under application for U.S. letters patent, the patent 
numbers and application number of which are listed in ex- 
hibit B, attached hereto and made a part hereof, without 
any restriction or condition whatsoever, and without royalty 
or charge of any kind therefor to make, use, and sell the in- 
ventions claimed by the patents and patent applications 
listed in said exhibit B, for the lives of said patents 


In January 1949 a prospective licensee wrote to Rohm & Haas 
stating they would like to obtain copies of the patent applications 
listed in exhibit B of the final judgment for the purpose of ascertaining 
whether or not they would be interested in requesting licenses there- 
Mae _They sete il be Sead what E erot oe could be made 

0 obtain copies o e applications. In response to this r 
Rohm & Haas replied: ea aii sh cael 


‘The applications are not available for inspection. You 
will note that the decree requires that licenses be granted 
under any patents that issue upon the applications but does 
not alter the status of the applications themselves. Until 
such time, therefore, as patents are granted, the decree does 
not affect the applications. 


Rohm & Haas has advised that their records do not indicate any 
further. correspondence or discussion with the applicant concerning 
this point. Rohm & Haas assumes that the applicant agreed it did 
not have rights of access to the applications. 

3. United States v. Bendix Aviation Corp., et al. (Civil 44-284, S.D. 
NYA). This case charged a combination and conspiracy to restrain 
and monopolize commerce in the manufacture and sale of braking 
systems. The complaint alleged that the defendants used patents to 
retain and extend their control of this field, to compel customers to 
purchase unpatented parts and to suppress inventions and improve- 
ments in braking systems which might compete with defendants’ 
products. Separate judgments were entered which required, among 
other things, the compulsory licensing of patents. The judgment en- 
tered on December 22, 1948, against Westinehouse Air Brake Co., 
listed a number of patents and patent applications. Information 
available indicates that a potential applicant sought information con- 
cerning the possible licensing under the patents and applications and 
requested Westinghouse Air Brake to furnish copies of the applica- 
tions listed in the decree. Westinghouse Air Brake stated that an in- 
vestigation was started to determine whether or not the furnishing of 
copies of patent applications micht, as a practical matter, endanger 
the successful prosecution of the applications and to determine 
whether, as a legal matter, Westinghouse Air Brake was required to 
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furnish the requested documents. The potential applicant apparently 
did not press the matter. All of the applications listed in the judgment 
have now been issued as patents and are available as public records. 

There are conflicting considerations which affect the question of 
whether patent applications should be included under compulsory 
licensing. On the one hand, for example, a patent is not enforcible 
until its issuance; therefore, an applicant technically does not need a 
license to make or use under an application, as he cannot be sued if he 
discovers and uses the technology described in the application. On 
the other hand, however, he may not have the means or the ability 
to discover the technology involved on his own, and if the purpose of 
compulsory licensing in a specific case is to give an applicant access to 
technology and know-how so that he might compete effectively, then 
it would seem that there is a need for licensing patent applications. 


©. The problem of publicizing the patents available for licensing 


This report has pointed out that in a large number of cases there 
has been a complete absence of inquiries concerning patents available 
for licensing under antitrust judgments. ‘There are several possible 
explanations for this, among them being the following: The expiration 
cof the more important patents; advancements in the art which reduced 
the commercial importance of defendant’s patents and made such 
patents less attractive to a potential licensee; and there may have been 
a general lack of interest in the patents held by the defendants. 
Still another possible explanation, however, is that there has been 
insufficient publicity concerning the availability of the patents, and 
that those who might be interested in applying for licenses were and 
are unaware that such licenses are obtainable. Some of the ways in 
which these decrees might be more adequately publicized are the 
following: 

1. Resumption of listing is Small Business Administration’s publi- 
cations —During the period from June through December 1956, the 
SBA’s “Products List Circular—Opportunities for Small Businesses” 
(Bulletins Nos. 10 through 15) carried information concerning the 
patents available for license under the judgments entered in January 
1956 in the JBM and AT&T cases. Included were abstracts of some 
of the patents involved and a listing, by number and title, of others, 
and an explanation of the circumstances of how the patents had become 
available. In its subsequent bulletins the Small Business Adminis- 
tration has discontinued the practice of identifying the patents 
subject to compulsory licensing under antitrust judgments. Patents 
available for licensing under antitrust judgments are now listed in 
the same manner as any other patents that a manufacturer is willing 
to license or sell. As a result small business firms can no longer tell 
from the bulletin which of the listed patents are subject to those 
decrees. Yet this is obviously a matter of substantial interest to a 
prospective licensee. 

In a letter to Senator O’Mahoney dated August 7, 1959, the Small 
Business Administration gave the following explanation for this 
change. 


Originally such patents were published by number and 
title together with a caption to the effect that their avail- 
ability resulted from an antitrust suit. Our experience with 
such publications indicated that the listing of patents by 
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number and title was not sufficient information and that an 
abstract description also should be published. The most 
desirable course of action, therefore, would have been for us 
to review a copy of each patent made available by an anti- 
trust action and to prepare and publish abstracts of those we 
consider interesting to small concerns; but to review and ab- 
stract the thousands of such patents would be beyond our 
capacity at the present time. 

The alternative, therefore, was to request the patent owner 
to prepare such abstract description. However, we also 
discovered that the publication of the statement that the 
patents were made available by court decree made it difficult 
to secure the complete cooperation of the patentholder. 
Accordingly, we discontinued publication of the caption. 
Since discontinuing that practice, we have had no difficulty 
in obtaining the necessary abstract descriptions which are 
published in the products Tist circular. 


The Small Business Administration has further advised the sub- 
committee that in answering specific inquiries about patents described 
in its products list circular it does “not advise the inquirer that the 
patent is available by reason of a judicial action.” (Letter from 
Wendell B. Barnes, Administrator, to Senator O’Mahoney dated 
August 19, 1959). 

If, as the Small Business Administration suggests, some defendants. 
are reluctant to supply adequate digests of the patents they have 
agreed to license a reference of this matter to the Antitrust Division 
would seem to be appropriate. If the Justice Department cannot 
obtain from the defendant an adequate digest of a defendant’s patent 
except on the condition that the fact that compulsory licensing has 
been decreed will not be publicized, there would seem to be no basis 
ior Sovepting an agreement to license that patent as public antitrust 
relief. 

2. Maintenance of a current index by the Antitrust Division — 
Another way potential users of such patented art, particularly small 
business concerns, might be aided would be for the Antitrust Division 
to establish and maintain a current index of the general fields of prod— 
ucts in which patents are available for licensing under antitrust 
judgments. Any program of this kind should be coordinated with 
other agencies, particularly the Small Business Administration, the 
Patent Office, and the Trade Association Division of the Department 
of Commerce. 

3. Use of judgment provisions to require defendants to publicize 
patents available for licensing—Some judgments have included pro- 
visions requiring defendants to publicize the availability of their 
patents. This procedure might be expanded. If defendants are 
required to publicize, more than just a single advertisement in a 
trade publication might be in order. Periodic publication could be 
required, not only in a trade publication of the industry involved, but 
also in trade publications of related industries whose members might 
be logical potential entrants into the industry involved. 

4. Exploration as to further assistance from Patent Office—At one 
time, the Patent Office listed judgment patents in the Official Gazette, 
a periodical having wide distribution, but that practice has been 
discontinued. At the present time, when patents are made available 
for licensing in an antitrust judgment, a notation to this effect is made 
in the Patent Office records, and the information will thereafter appear 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 41 


in the assignment records of that Office. While this practice is 
undoubtedly helpful to someone searching the records relating to a 
specific patent, it is not the type of publicity which would engender 
general interest in patents. 


D. The problem of listing patents in a manner that will be meaningful to 
prospective applicants ; 

Some final judgments in antitrust cases have made available for 
licensing literally thousands of patents. It is estimated, for example, 
that the recent judgment in the RCA case made available about 12,000. 
The IBM and Western Electric cases likewise required that large num- 
bers of patents be licensed. , : ; ; ; 

Normally, the patents available for licensing will be listed numeri- 
cally, and a brief identification will be given for each, corresponding 
to the title of the patent. This identification is not always sufficient 
to indicate the field of utilization of the patent, or the product to which 
it relates. It sometimes occurs, therefore, that a potential applicant, 
even with the decree before him, does not know specifically what pat- 
ents he has an interest in and cannot designate the particular patents 
under which he desires a license. j : . 

An example of this arose in connection with the Libbey-Owens-Ford 
Glass Company case. There, one defendant prepared a document 
outlining the procedure to be followed in the event a prospective appli- 
cant requested information concerning licenses under the judgment, 
which listed several hundred patents. One paragraph of the docu- 
ment stated: 


No request will be deemed adequate if it refers merely to a 
product or process without identifying the patent or patents 
under which the license is desired. 


Subsequently, a prospective applicant, a manufacturer of metal 
products, wrote to the defendant, as follows: 


Several weeks ago your company forwarded to me a copy 
of the settlement between the U.S. Government and your- 
selves. As a layman, it is impossible for me to deter- 
mine which patent or patents would best be suited for my 
purpose. * * * 


A defendant required to license hundreds or thousands of patents 
and who insists, as he well might do under customary judgment 
language, that the applicant specify with particularity the patents he 
is interested in, can impose an unreasonable burden on small companies 
who are unfamiliar with the coverage of the patents. It does not seem 
reasonable to require a small company, interested in obtaining licenses 
to a few patents covering a limited product or process, to engage 
counsel or to utilize its own small staff to examine hundreds or thou- 
sands of patents in which it might have no interest. 


E. Problems of reciprocal licensing ; 

Along with the compulsory licensing provision in final judgments, 
there has developed the doctrine of reciprocal licensing (sometimes 
referred to as “grantbacks’’). Briefly, this requires that a licensee, 
who obtains patents from a defendant under the licensing provisions 
of a decree, must agree to license his own patents to the defendant. 
One example of a decree provision allowing reciprocal licensing is 
found in United States v. Western Electric Company, Inc. and American 
Telephone and Telegraph Company (Civil 17-49, D.N.J.). This 
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judgment, after designating the patents to be licensed by the defend- 
ants, states: 


* * * but upon condition that the applicant shall grant to 
defendants at reasonable royalties licenses to make, have 
made, use, lease, and sell such equipment useful in furnishing 
common carrier communications services and such machines, 
tools, and materials useful in manufacturing or operating any 
such equipment, as defendants may then designate in writ- 
ing, under all claims or any or all existing and future patents 
under which, and to the extent to which, the applicant or its 
associated companies may have the right to grant licenses.” 


Reciprocal licensing has been included not only in consent judg- 
ments, but also in judgments following litigation, as in National 
Lead and ICI. In those cases the court had found section 1 Sherman 
Act violations. In the Gypsum case, involving sections 1 and 2 
violations, the trial court without extended comment denied the 
defendants’ request to include reciprocal licensing. In the General 
Electric case, also, after finding violations of sections 1 and 2, the 
trial court denied reciprocal licensing as to existing patents, but 
permitted it as to future patents, the latter in part because to deny it 
would have given an “unnecessary boon’ to other defendants. The 
court’s comments in the @E case aid in highlighting some of the 
problems, pro and con, of reciprocal licensing: 


General Electric’s proposals contained a provision to the 
effect that a defendant need not grant a license under existing 
patents unless the applicant, upon request, agreed to license 
that defendant under any, some, or all of its patents, 
General Electric contended that absent such a provision 
other members of the industry would be able to develop 
while blocking General Electric’s development. It noted 
that Westinghouse and Corning, which have signed consent 
decrees, could demand patent licenses from General Electric, 
while the latter would be unable to compel them to 
reciprocate. It maintains that its position is supported 
by United States v. National Lead Co., supra, in which 
reciprocal patent licensing was ordered. 

Inasmuch as provision has been made for dedication 
of existing patents on lamps and lamp parts, this proposal 
is pertinent only to provisions as to the licensing of patents 
on lamp machinery. As to these I am inclined to agree with 
the assertion of the Government that provision for reciprocal 
licensing would tend to perpetuate the situation of industry 
dominance by General Electric which the decree is designed 
to end. For many years General Electric conducted the 
bulk of the research in the industry. In addition, it received 
cross licenses in whatever patents were held by its licensees. 

To attempt to dissipate the effect of the great advantage 
which accrued to General Electric primarily, but also to its 
former licensees, and which must necessarily project itself 
into the future even after the formal termination of the 
#8 There is a peculiar reason which favored the acceptance of such a provision in this particular case. The 
Bell Telephone Systems, operated by or affiliated with A.T. & T., are to some extent, at least, regulated 
monopolies and should have access to the latest developments, from whatever source, in order to provide 


the public with the most modern equipment. The judgment terms, allowing “grantback”’ provisions 
‘is in aid of that objective. 
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illegal arrangements, it is advisable to require the defendants 
to license whatever machinery patents they have without 
possessing the correlative right to demand licenses in return. 
As a practical matter, prohibition against peering 
reciprocal licensing upon the part of the defendants wil 
exclude the defendants only from the right to the develop- 
ments made by independent lamp producers and machinery 
manufacturers, for they are entitled under the judgment to 
demand licenses from each other. Were General Electric 
granted the right of reciprocity, since it would be the over- 
whelmingly largest source from which to demand licenses, 
once again it would be in a position of being able to channel 
all developments through itself. Therefore, the proposal 
of General Electric for reciprocal licensing will be declined. 
Precedent for this refusal is found in United States v. United 
States Gypsum Co. (340 U.S. 76, 93-94 (1950)). 


* * * * * 


The Government would deny to General Electric as to 
future patents the right to condition its compliance with a 
request for patent licenses upon an applicant’s agreement to 
license General Electric under any, some, or all of its patents. 
Such a provision was not included as to existing patents, but 
as was noted, all the other defendants are subject to existing 
patent dedication requirements, and therefore no require- 
ment for reciprocity was necessary in order to permit any de- 
fendant to obtain licenses from any other defendant. As to 
future patents, however, unless a provision providing for 
reciprocity is included, all of the defendants other than Gen- 
eral Electric as well as independent producers will be able 
to acquire licenses from General Electric, but General Elec- 
tric will be unable to acquire licenses from them. This is 
an unnecessary boon to these other defendants. As a result 
of the provisions relating to dedication or licensing of exist- 
ing patents, both the defendants and the independent firms 
will be assured of access to the technical developments of 
General Electric up to the date of the decree, for which, in 
the case of the independents, they will not have to surrender 
any patent licenses of their own. While it is advisable to 
permit competitors to have access to General Electric patents 
developed within 5 years of this judgment, it would not seem 
necessary to prevent General Electric from asking for li- 
censes from an applicant in return, General Electric’s pro- 
posal that it be permitted to condition licensing of its patents 
upon receipt of a license or licenses from an applicant will, 
therefore, be accepted as to future patents. 


In the above excerpts the court referred to a consent judgment 
previously entered into by Westinghouse, another defendant im the 
case. In that judgment, dated April 10, 1942, Westinghouse was 
directed to issue licenses under its patents relating to lamps, lamp 
parts, or lamp machinery, royalty free, except that a reasonable 
royalty might be charged if the licensee did not agree reciprocally 
to license Westinghouse upon a royalty-free basis under any patents 
relating to lamps, lamp parts, or machinery owned or controlled by 
such licensee. 
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Thereafter, several licenses were issued under this judgment, for the 
most part to companies much smaller than Westinghouse. A license 
as to lamp machinery, for example, was issued to the Save Electric 
Corp. of Toledo, Ohio, the Dura Electric Lamp Co., Inc., Newark, 
N.J., the Herzog Miniature Lamp Works of Long Island City, New 
York, and the Jewel Incandescent Lamp Co. of, East Newark, N.J. 
Licenses were also issued with respect to incandescent and fluores- 
cent lamps to the Warren Lamp Co. of Warren, Pa., the Dura Elec- 
ric Lamp Co., Inc., and Sunray Electric, Inc., a Delaware corpora- 
tion. In each agreement which Westinghouse executed with the 
above companies, there appears a provision requiring reciprocal 
licensing. Most of these provisions state that the license is granted 
by the licensor (Westinghouse) subject to the condition that con- 
emporaneously with the agreement, the licensee reciprocally license 
Westinghouse under any patents or applications therefor owned or 
controlled by the licensee both on April 10, 1942 (the date of the 
judgment), and on the date the agreement was executed. The 
reciprocal licensing provision was limited to the product or products 
under which the licensee had obtained a license from Westinghouse. 

Thus, while each of the licensees obtained the patents of Westing- 
house (and only those), Westinghouse on the other hand was eli- 
gible to obtain patents from all the companies to which it gave a 
icense (if they had any patents). Each licensee could obtain the 
patents of other members of the industry only if it entered into a 
separate licensing arrangement with each company. 

The above comments are not intended to describe how the Westing- 
10use consent judgment in fact operated. They are merely intended 
0 indicate how a serious competitive situation might be perpetuated 
by reciprocal licensing, assuming the defendant is a dominant firm 
in its industry, as the court found would have been the case as to 
General Electric Co. 

In United States v. Aluminum Company of America (91 F. Supp. 333, 
409-410 (S.D.N.Y. 1950)), Judge Knox considered certain provisions 
in licensing agreements from Alcoa to Reynolds and Kaiser, which 
required the latter to grant Alcoa nonexclusive licenses on improve- 
ments. Judge Knox held that the grantback clauses were not con- 
sistent with the existence of effective competition in the aluminum 
industry, stating: 


With regard to this crucial technological matter, Alcoa, 
by virtue of the grantback, enjoys a marked advantage over 
its competitors. It will have exclusive control of its own 
improvements. It will also have free use of any improve- 
ments made by Reynolds or Kaiser, whereas, as between the 
latter two firms, only the inventing company will stand to 
benefit. Thus, the efforts of either Reynolds or Kaiser may 
serve to improve Alcoa’s position, and do harm to. one of the 
other two concerns. 


The Antitrust Division has recently attempted to minimize the 
dangers lurking in reciprocal licensing, when the defendant is a domi- 
nant company, in the final judgment entered October 28, 1958, in 
United States v. Radio Corporation of America. (Civil 97-88 (S.D. 
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N.Y.).) After requiring reciprocal licensing of patents, the judgment 
provides: 


(v) An applicant shall be required to grant to RCA a 
license provided for in (i), (ii), or (iii) of this subsection (D) 
only under a patent (a) which is being licensed (or under 
which a license is being offered) to any manufacturer or user 
other than the applicant with respect to radio purpose ap- 
paratus of the same general character or kind as that for 
which a license from RCA is applied for or granted; or (b) the 
use of which by any other person than the applicant is being. 
knowingly allowed or suffered in any way, including by 
failure to assert such patent against any person infringing it, 
with respect to radio purpose apparatus of the same general 
character or kind as that for which a license from ROA is ap- 
plied for or granted; and (c) covering an invention which is 
being utilized by RCA with respect to radio purpose appara- 
tus of the same general character or kind as that for which a 
license from RCA is applied for or granted. 


However, these provisions only give assurance that the defendant, 
by virtue of reciprocal licensing, will not gain access to patents not 
available to other companies in the industry. The applicant for an 
RCA license is still made to surrender the privilege, otherwise implicit 
in his own patent rights, of excluding RCA from the practice of his 
invention, even if he licenses others. Such a right of exclusion is a 
traditional means by which a small enterprise is able to compete 
with a company holding a monopoly position. 

The judgment in the RCA case also contains provisions concerning 
a group of patents relating to color television. These provisions, 
which reflect a different approach to the problem of dissolving monop- 
oly power, are designed to dissipate RCA’s dominance in the color 
television field: 


(C) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (B) 
hereof, RCA is further ordered and directed to place the 
patents listed in exhibit A to this final judgment (and any and 
all domestic patents which RCA may own or control issuing 
on any invention the use of which is required in order to 
comply with the color television technical standards adopted 
by order of the Federal Communications Commission, pro- 
vided such invention is contained in a patent application filed 
in the U.S. Patent Office prior to the date of entry of this final 
judgment) in a color television patent pool which all persons 
engaged in the manufacture of radio purpose apparatus shall 
be free to join, without regard to whether such person has 
any patent, or has the right to license any patent, on condi- 
tion that such person also places in said pool, to the extent 
that it has the power to do so, such domestic patents appli- 
cable to color television apparatus as it may have the right 
to license issued on or before the date of entry of this final 
judgment (and any and all domestic patents which such 
person may acquire the right to license issuing on any in- 
vention the use of which is required in order to comply with the 
color television technical standards adopted by order of the 
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Federal Communications Commission, provided such in- 
vention is contained in a patent application filed in the U.S. 
Patent Office prior to the date of entry of this final judgment), 
all the patents placed in said pool to be licensed to all mem- 
bers of said pool royalty free, nonexclusively, and without 
restriction for the manufacture, use, lease, and sale of color 
television apparatus for the full unexpired term of such 
patents. 


Here RCA’s competitors are also compelled to surrender exclusive. 
rights to gain access to RCA’s color television technology but the 
surrender is made to a pool which will make the patents available to 
all comers on a royalty-free basis. It may be doubted whether such 
a pool will increase competition within the color television field but it 
should at least end RCA’s monopoly control. On the other hand, in 
the radio field, the grant-back provisions tend to assure the continu- 
ance, rather than dissipation, of RCA’s patent dominance. 

The A.T. & T. decree, alluded to above, has been exhaustively 
analyzed in the report on consent decree program of the Department 
of Justice made by the Antitrust Subcommittee of the House of 
Representative’s Judiciary Committee. The criticisms made there 
will not be repeated here, but should be studied by anyone interested 
in the provisions discussed here. That decree illustrates the 
anomalous effects upon technological competition which may result, 
when compulsory patent licensing relief is substituted for divestiture 
of more basic monopoly power, as a remedy for monopolization of an 
industry. 

The complaint in that case charged that the Western Electric Co. 
had acquired an illegal monopoly of the business of making and selling 
telephone equipment and supplies. This monopoly was alleged to 
have been acquired and maintained by a conspiracy between Western 
Electric and A.T. & T. A.T. & T. owned and controlled Western 
Electric. So long as such ownership and control continued there was 
ample reason to suppose that Western Electric would continue to be 
the principal suppher of such equipment, as A.T. & T. was the prin- 
cipal customer for such equipment. When a customer owns its prin- 
cipal supplier, competing suppliers may hardly expect to win that 
customer’s patronage by competitive efforts. The principal relief 
sought was therefore the separation of Western Electric from A.T. & T. 

‘he complaint asked for patent relief only as an accompaniment to 
this divorcement of Western Electric from A.T. & T. There was no 
claim that compulsory patent licensing would dissolve the alleged 
monopoly. Nothing in the complaint suggests that Western Electric 
had achieved or maintained its monopoly by actually excluding others 
from the use of its patents. It had in fact pursued a general policy 
of licensing its patents to anyone who had patents in which Western 
Electric was interested, if he would license Western Electric under his 
patents. Western Electric was thus using its patent position for the 
purpose of gaining access to the technology of others rather than as a 
means of excluding others from its technology. 

Its very large patent portfolio had, however, an implied infringe- 
ment suit threat which was a substantial inducement to independent 
manufacturers of telephone equipment to cooperate rather than com- 
pete with Western Electric. One obvious way to end Western Elec- 
tric’s use of patents to protect its monopoly position would have been 
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to prohibit Western Electric from enforcing its patent rights against 
actual or potential telephone equipment competitors until such time 
as Western Electric’s monopoly position in that field had been dis- 
sipated. This was and is a legally sanctioned form of injunction, 
comparable to that used in prior Government decrees, and to the judi- 
cial refusal to enforce patent rights which occurs in private patent 
litigation, when the rights are found to have been misused.”? 

The decree which was actually entered did not disturb the economic 
base of Western Electric’s monopoly power. It left intact the owner- 
ship and control of Western Electric by A.T. & T. Instead of dis- 
solving this tie the decree required the defendants to license all of their 
patents, most of them royalty free, but upon condition that the defend- 
ants could require grantbacks from the applicant. Since the defend- 
ants had always been more interested in acquiring patent rights than 
royalties, the net effect of the decree was to validate both the economic 
base of the Western Electric manufacturing monopoly and one of the 
patent licensing practices which it had used in aid of that, monopoly. 

The adverse impact of such a decree upon the competitive benefits 
implicit in the patent system is plain. As Mr. Justice Douglas pointed 
out in his dissent on the National Lead case, supra, such grantback 
provisions— 


enable the large established companies to strengthen their 
dominant position. To get the benefit of the decree an inde- 
pendent must give up one of the few competitive advan- 
tages—the exclusive right to use such patents as he may 
possess. *° 


In any case Western Electric’s competitors could not hope to sell to 
A.T, & T. the kind of telephone equipment Western Electric was 
supplying. The only way in which these independents could compete 
with Western Electric for A.T. & T.’s business was to develop a pat- 
ented product that Western Electric could not make. Western 
Electric had precluded that kind of competition by using its tremen- 
dous portfolio of patents in the telephone equipment field to obtain 
patent licenses from any other manufacturer who had a product 
A.T. & T. might want. Instead of stopping that practice this decree 
legalized it. 

A.T., & T., through the then head of the Bell Laboratories, publicly 
proclaimed in 1939 while testifying before the Temporary National 
Economic Committee that: 


I don’t think that if you were to abolish the patent system 
tomorrow, or if you were to greatly circumscribe it by its 
fundamentals in some way—I am not talking about procedu- 
ral methods—it would make one iota of difference to the Bell 
System with regard to the work it did itself for the develop- 
ment of communication, because we do not do work for the 
sake of taking out patents. 


He was correct in his assumption that Western Electric’s monopoly 
position did not rest alone upon its patent rights. He was overlook- 
ing the fact, however, that telephone equipment patent rights in the 
hands of someone who might compete, rather than cooperate, with 

2 For a discussion of the development of the ‘‘misuse”’ doctrine, see the staff report of House Judiciary 


Subcommittee No. 5, 84th Cong., 2d sess., ‘Antitrust Problems in the Exploitation of Patents,” p. 23. 
% U.S. v. National Lead Co., 332 U.S. 319, 369. 
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Western Electric were then and are now the only possible threat to 
the Western Electric monopoly. Yet this decree. encourages cooper- 
ation rather than competition with Western Electric in the develop- 
ment and exploitation of patent rights in the telephone equipment 
field. In the words of a Western Electric official: 


The decree confirms the basic patent licensing policies we 
have been following, imposing some limitations on us but 
which we do not expect will seriously interfere with our abil- 
ity to get nonexclusive rights under the patents of other com- 
panies (p. 2668).*4 


Horace P. Moulton, Esq., vice president and general counsel of 
A.T. & T., testified during the investigation referred to above that 
the following excerpt from an A.T. & T. document is an accurate 
statement of their licensing policy (p. 2659): 


OUTLINE OF BELL SYSTEM PATENT LICENSING POLICY 


It is the Bell System policy to make available upon reason- 
able terms to all who desire them nonexclusive licenses under 
its patents for any use. 

_ The major objective of this policy is to obtain nonexclusive 
licenses under the patents of our licensees in order that we 
may be free to design and manufacture the best possible 
equipment. 

% * * * * 


Our strong patent position has enabled the system to get: 
valuable rights from our licensees royalty free in exchange for 
rights under Bell System patents with some royalty payments 
in most cases to balance out relative values. Royalty reve- 
nues are, however, relatively unimportant compared with the 
primary objective of freedom of design. 


That grantbacks were important to A.T. & T. even before the decree 
was entered is shown “i the fact that out of 639 patent license agree- 
ments in existence at the date of the final judgment in the case, 352 
contained grantback provisions (p. 2664). ‘The testimony also showed 
that, as of the beginning of May 1958, there were 147 postdecree 
patent license agreements. Of these agreements, 40 contained grant- 
back provisions. 

The following document, written by a responsible official of Western 
Electric further reflects the importance of patents to A.T. & T. and 
the attitude of the company with respect to obtaining patents from 
its licensees (p. 2668): 


CURRENT OPERATIONS UNDER THE DECREE 


The immediate effect of the requirement to grant royalty- 
free licenses under our present patents will be a loss of income 
to A.T. & T. of approximately $2 million annually. The 
gross income from royalties under U.S. patents was approxi- 
mately $5 million a year. 


I Page references given are to hearings, ‘Consent Decree Program of the Department of Justice,” Anti- 
trust Subcommittee, Committee on the Judiciary, House of Representatives, 85th Cong., serial No. 9. 
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We have approximately 1,100 license agreements in force, 
including agreements under which we receive continuing non- 
exclusive patent rights which are with most of the important 
communication companies of the world. The decree does 
not affect these rights. The decree confirms the basis patent 
licensing policies we have been following, imposing some 
limitations on us but which we do not expect will seriously 
interfere with our ability to get nonexclusive rights under the 
patents of other companies. 

Our patent position will be rapidly reestablished. There 
are approximately 2,000 patent applications on file in the U.S. 
Patent Office, and we are continually adding to these applica- 
tions. We would expect that between 400 and 500 patents 
will issue to us each year, thus restoring our bargaining posi- 
tion in acquiring rights from others as well as our royalty 
income. ¥ 

We have received numerous inquiries since the decree re- 
farding licensing matters, for the most part requesting patent 

ists and information on how to obtain licenses. These 
inquiries are being handled promptly. 

Whereas we are required to furnish drawings and specifi- 
cations on equipment furnished by Western to the Bell 
System, we have received only a moderate number of re- 
quests. Our obligation, of course, does not require us to 
give manufacturing know-how or process or machinery 
information. 

March 15, 1956. 


It was thus established that, even before the judgment was entered, 
grantbacks were an essential part of the defendants’ licensing policy; 
and it was under this licensing policy that defendants maintained 
their dominant position. 

The hearings conducted by the House committee, referred to above, 
raised another aspect of reciprocal licensing that should receive serious 
consideration by the Department of Justice; namely, whether an 
antitrust defendant, as an incident to a reciprocal licensing provision, 
can obtain valuable competitive data from actual ata potential 
competitors, and learn the intimate details of their operations and 
potentialities. If the answer should be in the affirmative, might this 
not result in perpetuating the dominant position of the antitrust 
defendant? Would this not give the defendant an advantage over 
other competitors who have not obtained such knowledge? 

The particular portion of the hearings which gives rise to the 
subcommittee’s concern is that, starting at page 2896, relating to a 
license agreement between A.T. & T. and Sylvania Electric Products, 
Inc. The transcript indicates that on March 30, 1956, Sylvania re- 
quested ‘a license under Bell System patents required to be licensed 
under the consent judgment. A.T. & T. thereupon directed its 
attention to the question of grantbacks, as permitted in the judgment, 
and advised Sylvania that A.T. & T. contemplated requesting a 
license for various systems and equipments under Sylvania’s present 
and future patents. Sylvania asked what A.T. & T. had in mind, 
and was advised by an A.T. & T. official that (p. 2897): 


* * * until we know more about Sylvania’s research we are 
not in a position to list the equipments for which we desire 
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licenses under their patents. In order to know more about 
their research it would seem desirable to have our top-level 
Bell Laboratories people make an appraisal of Sylvania’s 
research, and after some discussion it was agreed that Mr. 
Hultquist would discuss such an appraisal with Dr. Ellison 
who reports to Mr. Howard Richardson, vice president of 
engineering and research. Mr. Hultquist agreed to see 
what arrangements could be made for a visit to Dr. Ellison 
and will get in touch with Mr. Gosnell on the matter. 


Thus, it appears that before A.T. & T. could decide which Syl- 
vania patents it was interested in under the reciprocal licensin; 
| Bg Sacre of the judgment, “it would seem desirable” to have Bel 

aboratories make an appraisal of Sylvania’s research. As Mr. 
Moulton testified (p. 2898): 


There was a study of certain specified patents of Sylvania, 
and there was a reference to an impending study of Syl- 
vania’s research and development activities and invention 
potential, all of which are perfectly proper and necessary 
in order to arrive at an intelligent conclusion on the issue 
before us. 

Then there also was reference to the fact that it might be 
important to have an exhaustive study of Sylvania’s pat- 
ents. This is information you have got to get in order 
to act intelligently. 


Mr Moulton testified further, however, that it is not necessary for an 
applicant to subject itself to an appraisal by Bell Laboratories as a 
condition of getting a license, but it is generally in the applicant’s 
interest to do so because it will get credit for the values which its 
potential indicates it is entitled to. Mr. Moulton was asked how 
A.T. & T. would determine whether or not to ask for grant-backs 
if the applicant said “No” to an appraisal by Bell Laboratories. 
He replied (p. 2899): 


The simplest way in the world is to ask for a grant-back on 
everything. We are not inhibited, and we can just specify 
equipment ad nauseam. 


While the testimony above related specifically to Sylvania, an A.T. & T 
document, dated May 15, 1956, indicated that a number of other 
surveys and appraisals were under way or contemplated. This 
document states (p. 2910): 


In our discussion of April 30, concerning the appraisal of 
future patent potential of companies with whom we are ne- 
gotiating cross license agreements, I handed you a memoran- 
dum outlining the thoughts we had on the type of informa- 
tion which would be helpful to us in proposing terms of agree- 
ments. We are now actively negotiating with a number of 
companies for whom we would like to have an appraisal made. 
As far as present patents are concerned, we have the infor- 
mation on these- companies or are obtaining it from the 
Patent department. 

The appraisals for which we have pressing need are Gen- 
eral Electric Co., Hughes Aircraft, Sperry-Rand, and Syl- 
vania Electric Products Co. In the case of the first three 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 51 


companies, your people have visited their laboratories and 
perhaps they have sufficient information to make the neces- 
sary appraisals. As further aid, I am attaching lists of the 
licenses to be exchanged with these companies in order that 
your people can be aware of the kinds of licenses proposed 
to be exchanged. ; i 

In the case of Sylvania, this company has applied for a 
license under our royalty-free patents and we have informed 
them that we shall require a license in return under their 
present and future patents. It is our understanding that 
Sylvania’s development work is concentrated mainly in the 
component area such as vacuum tubes and semiconductors. 
We would ask that you verify this and give us the best in- 
formed opinion as to what components they are likely to have 
with inventions of interest to us. The Sylvania people have 
informed us that the person to contact is Dr. Bennett S. 
Ellerson, vice president, engineering and research. 


The subcommittee’s survey reflects another problem that has 
occasionally arisen in relation to reciprocal licensing. This problem 
relates to the “scope” of such licensing. Referring again to the judg- 
ment in Western Electric, the requirement that defendants license 
their patents to an applicant is conditioned upon the applicant grant- 


ing to the defendants license— 


to make, have made, use, lease and sell such equipment 
useful in furnishing common carrier communications serv- 
ices and such machines, tools and materials useful in manu- 
facturing or operating any such equipment, as defendants 
may then designate in writing, under all claims of any or 
all existing and future patents ‘under which, and to the ex- 
tent to which, the applicant or its associated companies may 
have the right to grant licenses. 


The question that this and similar provisions raises is whether 
an applicant, who wants a license from a defendant under one or a 
few patents relating to a specific item of equipment, shall be required, 
by virtue of reciprocal licensing provisions, to grant back licenses 
with respect to other items of equipment in the broad field covered 
by the judgment. A prospective licensee of Western Electric specif- 
ically raised this question, as is indicated by an exchange of cor- 
respondence appearing in the record of the House hearings.” 

he question of “scope” apparently also arose at one point in 
connection with the judgment in United States v. Aluminum Company 
of America, Civil No. 18-31 (S.D. N.Y.). This case involved mag- 
nesium and magnesium products, and the question raised appears 
from the following statement made by an official of one of the 
defendant companies: 


The condition provided in articles V and VI of the consent 
decree also raises a curious matter for the following reason: 
We are not obligated to license under either the fabrication 
atents or the production patents unless the prospective 
censee is willing to grant us a royalty-free license under its 
patent property relating to the same subject matter as that 


4 Letter of Mar. 19, 1956, from Stromberg-Carlson to Western Electric and reply of Apr. 5, 1956. 
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“for which the license was requested. The condition or 
proviso includes all of the prospective licensee’s patent 
property owned at the time of the entry of the decree. 
The present situation created by the request of Revere 
involves only a part of the fabrication patents owned by 
Alcoa at the time of the entry of the decree, and the licenses 
enclosed herewith go only to the subject matter involved in 
the request. Accordingly, in drafting the article which 
appears as article 2 in each of the enclosed drafts, it has been 
necessary to include a statement of subject matter, namely, 
“relating to the continuous casting of metal.” Does this 
satisfy the expression of “a similar right”’ that appears in the 
alee: forming a part of articles V and VI of the consent 

ecree? 


It does not seem reasonable to require an applicant for a license 
under a judgment to license reciprocally all of his patents in a given 
field when he desires only patents of a more limited nature from a 
defendant. Even where reciprocal licensing is confined to a single 
field, the treatment of all the related patents of either the defendant or 
the prospective licensee as a single package, seems contrary to the 
principles announced by the third circuit court of appeals in the 
American Securit case, supra, page 32. 


VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Based on information obtained in the subcommittee’s survey, it 
appears that most antitrust defendents have made a bona fide effort 
to comply with the letter and spirit of compulsory licensing provisions 
of decrees. Allowing for an occasional exception, requests for licenses 
and requests for information concerning available patents have been 
Smee promptly without any apparent attempt to delay the 
licensing of patents, confuse the applicant, or defeat the basic objec- 
tives of the particular decree. Initial differences of opinion between 
the applicants and patentees concerning the patents to be licensed, 
or the terms of the license, have in most cases been settled to the 
satisfaction of all parties. 

However, the more important question remains as to whether com- 
pale? patent licensing relief, no matter how carefully administered, 
should have the prominent place in antitrust enforcement now as- 
signed to it by the Department of Justice. As this study shows com- 
pulsory licensing has proven effective in certain instances, and there 
will undoubtedly be proper occasions for the use of this type of relief 
in the future. But there are a large number of consent judgments in 
which it has apparently engendered few, if any, competitive benefits. 
These consent judgments, when viewed as a group, indicate that too 
much reliance may have been placed by the Department upon com- 
pulsory licensing relief to restore illegally suppressed competition. 
Alternative forms of relief might have been explored more fully by 
negotiation or litigation. In some cases divestiture of patent or 
other property rights may have been the only effective alternative. 
In others a limited or qualified injunction against enforcement of 
misused patent rights may have been more appropriate patent relief 
than compulsory licensing. 
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In short, compulsory patent licensing relief, when negotiated by 
consent, without a prior specific judicial finding that it is appropriate 
relief in a particular case, may have created competitive disadvantages 
as well-as benefits. When and if the Justice Department concludes 
that such relief is desirable, the following precautionary measures in 
negotiating and administering compulsory licensing decrees are 
recommended for its consideration. 


Lt. Greater aid by the Justice Department in royalty determination after 
entry of the decree 

The Justice Department’s present pele of refraining from partici- 
pating in negotiations between the defendant-licensor and applicant 
appears to be essential, but the Department should also be alert to 
prevent defendant-licensor’s frustration of the purpose and spirit of 
the decree by demanding too high a royalty or resorting to other 
dilatory tactics. Procedures should be considered which would keep 
it advised of defendant-applicant negotiations which do not result in 
licenses because of failure to agree upon a royalty rate. Presently, 
unsuccessful applicants may be reluctant to institute royalty pro- 
ceedings. Thus, under existing procedures the Department may 
never learn about situations where license negotiations have failed 
because the royalty demanded was excessive. If the Department is 
persuaded that an excessive demand was made it should attempt to 
obtain a judicial declaration to that effect. 


2. Clarification of judgment provisions regarding patent applications 
Several cases have reflected confusion concerning the obligation of 
a defendant with respect to the licensing of patent applications. If 
the Department seeks relief concerning applications, the decree 
should clearly delineate the intent and the Sbhention of a defendant 
with respect thereto. In view of the requirement that all applications 
are normally maintained in secrecy consultation in this regard with 
the Patent Office would be desirable. While the secrecy requirements 
create pace with respect to licensing applications, the AEC is 
currently offering for license both patents and patent applications.” 


8. Meaningful grouping of patents available for licensing 

A simple numerical listing of large numbers of patents available 
for licensing may in some cases be an inadequate basis for selection of 
the particular patents in which an applicant has an interest. This 
might be particularly true when the applicant is a small company, or is 
not too familiar with the industry. In appropriate cases the Depart- 
ment should require defendants to group patents in a meaningful 
manner, or to respond to reasonable inquiries by an applicant for a 
designation of patents which relate to specific products or processes. 
4. More publicity should be given patents available for licensing 

One possible explanation for the lack of interest shown in available 
patents is that many who might be interested in obtaining licenses 
are not aware of the availability of the patents. It is recommended 
that attention be given to developing procedures which would make 
known on a broader basis the fact of the availability of patents for 
licensing. Section V—C of this report discusses specific suggestions. 


#3 AEC release IN23, Sept. 30, 1950. 
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&. Reciprocal licensing carefully restricted 


The Department ought not to accept judgment provisions which 
allow reciprocal licensing in any case of monopolization or technologi- 
cal dominance by a defendant already holding a large number of 
patents. In those instances where reciprocal licensing is allowed, 
extreme care should be exercised to restrict the scope of such licensing 
to assure that the defendant is not obtaining benefits on a broader 
baisis than it is giving, and that it is not obtaining patents from a li- 
censee which the latter is not willing to license to other members of 
the industry. Also, precautionary steps should be taken to prevent 
the defendant from gaining competitively significant information 
from competitors under the guise of determining under which patents 
it might desire a reciprocal license. 


6. Ascertainment of probable industry interest in compulsory patent 
licensing prior to entry of judgment 

As suggested above, the large number of antitrust cases in which 
members of an industry apparently have no desire to obtain licenses 
under patents available for compulsory licensing indicates that the 
Department of Justice may be underestimating the importance of 
relief other than compulsory licensing in restoring competitive condi- 
tions; or, perhaps, the Department is not obtaining compulsory li- 
censing of the specific patents that are of interest to others in the in- 
dustry. These deficiencies, if applicable, might be remedied if the 
Department had the views of the affected members of the industry. 
It is recommended, therefore, that the Department of Justice consider 
altering its policy of conducting consent decree negotiations on a con- 
fidential basis, at least to the extent of ascertaining where compulsory 
licensing is contemplated, what, if any, companies desire licenses, 
and, if so, under what patents and related know-how. If a lack of 
adsl is found, the Justice Department should then seek other forms 
of relief, 


7. Need for judicial or congressional guidance before using compulsory 
patent licensing to regulate illegal monopoly power 

Finally, where, as in the A.T. & T. case, an industry has been mo- 
nopolized by business practices and relationships which go beyond the 
possession or misuse of patents, the monopoly should be attacked as 
such. It is not sufficient in such cases to substitute compulsory 
licensing relief for relief which would dissolve the monoply. If the 
Department believes that such dissolution relief is needed to dissipate 
the monopoly but that a court will not grant it, the problem might 
well be brought to the attention of Congress. Before such a monopoly 
is immunized by decree, Congress should be given an opportunity to 
decide whether the monopoly might be more appropriately dealt 
with by legislative measures. 


APPENDIX 


Antilrust judgments with patent licensing provisions, 1941-59 


Remarks 


aa F 7 
gq H H 
3 ' 
eee" 
£8 ! i 
e25 : H 
‘ae te i a 
ee | i 
sh : 
ase | i 4 a 
geseq | ° si 4 
Sass8 
Glee ts 
; 
2 23 i 3 
A 3 ! Ses 
FA i 
8 ag f Bes 
= 3 3s. 
3 ag 3 ee 
3 Be g ae 
3 ae 3 
cy a Q Ay 
a-ere) 
gese3 ° ° ° 
; F 
cra |e 5! 
8 | Ag Zz 4 
Ag a 4 
z a A 
Py Ps = 
gs 5 3 zg 
Bz % 
< 
<nx Chk a Se oad Wa? BM Se er ee 
go | 828 a8 S25 di dd £88 Sd S35 B82 8 
EP SXF Ass O Be 524 SE 3 
$2 Ber 2A yes oe op Pp Gan gat SFx se 
833 Paid Pp Hoo gw gern oe Bo Bae 
338 Bg Bg SP ESZERZERE SS, 8¢ ASE 
So8 eas usHe dcMotcune 2 athe Shain 2 Sde 
see SSaqdq woe SoS peeRees S682 Csards” Cas 
ave 3 Ewaa SASL SSS SO gr Sg SO eae 
gis Bag Ee ss) OSFMEEM ca Ebe ery ak.® Bes 
gag BESSA easy e BT Bye a esses ee kupa se 
Bo Bese sac Seestea bigs espace eeseg 22882 
Bas | gos4pee BSRg82" 8A BRA gSéZ gz S> FRG gS 
et he $ 
2 23 2? eS 
3 Ft 28 Sy 
& $5 2s Pi 
S| Me FS Be 
g 8 = as 
a a6 es as 
= 3 a 
- | 
se 8 = = 
£6 8 & 
Ag 2 g a 
< s a 


55 


57 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


56 


“sqyuezed urey 

eo Jepun_syqaH 

Aue Supos0y 

-u9 wor peutofua 
osye ore S}UBpUgjOE 


“quemdynbe wor} 


“szeq JUIOL 
Ther Suyur0joy 


*s[joo peseoue 
“un Jo pesvouq 


~oofury [ony [sere 


“m104shs 
93810] 01 
sed oynespAH 


“sjonpoid 
uInsouseur 
pue WNn]souseyy 


“ArouTOeU 
durey ‘syed 
durey ‘sdurey 


NOS 


i) hes 


moe" N O'S 


$631-O-EF 


"=" “P9T-08 


oO EN'OS 


ct 2) PaO 


oo" 18-81 


ia 3 


“ed ‘suo, “1g 
seuloyL, LP6T ‘S¥10.M 
JOO], Bm0IeA-SsUTPOO 

“I ‘oz80 
“WO ‘esueqoxq Av 
“WEE O18T “OO P 100g 


“TIT oe01qO ‘esueyo 
xq ABaey OLE 
“COM 7 10g JO Are 
“TPISqns) “oO Furor Tey 

‘XN 


‘oregng ‘AeMpeoig 
06F “0D. e8107 orsyng 
vepeued ‘orre]UO 
‘coyrmrer {py “0D 
esnoysuljseM UeTp 
-eueQ jo Aavrpysqns) 
‘0D yuBACHIMS “A “A 
‘AN 
‘gsnoBidg “4g seppeH 


“SSB 
“pregsaridg “49 UIE 

yooe ‘ssoH ‘d prouog 
“ssBIN ‘PIG 
Butidg ‘45 UTE F998. 

“di09 yosog Uvo}eUry 
“AN ‘BuyLNeT 

‘ouyjusTea “AM HoqeHL 

‘xuoig ‘10300 *f WNT 
*K'N “pooagsel 
‘eujseeyy'O 
“AN ‘40K 
MON, “95 309 950A. 

Og ‘pavyourted “MT Olod 
“XIN SOX MON, 

MON “OAV  pv0: 

ogg “ouy ‘suoyshg enby 
“WIBO ‘euepe 

“seq “y108.1eq "Gq Aue, 
“HBO, ‘'sefe3 

“Uy SOT ‘OHM “A pe 
“1BQ ‘sor 

UOT ‘£100: 3 somes 
‘THEO ‘sopestty soT 
“OAV, ULMpooy T£0F 


“ouy ‘sure}sAg U0T}BIOLT 


aa 
Ameen “di09, me 
-dojeaod umjseuseyy 
“ea ‘Qainqsqyd “Spl 
BOOTY TOST ‘(BoLoUry 
yo ‘og umulmnry 
Jo Azerpisqns) “dio 
UInyseuseyy Weoyoury 
F “OV ‘PUBTPITAL 
00 Teron MOd OUL 
eq, Bd “USIMGS 
“SPIG BOOTY [OST ‘voy 
-Joury Jo*o9 umMuyumyy 
‘ea ‘WSs 
‘Teym9D = ABAOIH F 
“oo suyngounuE 2 
O1oaTG =esnoysutyso 
bg (EN HO 
ANON “98 489 450.M ST 
‘SuyTqoooy “Vy plore 
gg AN SHIOK MONT 
BIBT — aTTOjaxooy 
0g ‘ajeeyog Joye A 
‘ come 
‘IOK AMON ‘w2eLG ee 
“YAO Og “ueprsox 
BofA ‘ORLINO “GL WENT AL 
CAN SOK 
MON  ‘BzBiq JOT Loy 
-oyooy 0g ‘Sun0 x “Tz 
“A'N ‘410 MON 
‘ezelq Ie [[aJayooy 
og ‘piBAOH “y yueT 
dogg, AN HIOK MON 
‘ezvld TTPOHOON OF 
‘quopiserd ‘ysiiedt “SAN 
“mmO0D ‘UrBIAg ‘o10qg 
eer] “o[3BaT, “QO IIE AL 


mowg 


“pp “0D 
mor WY WL “A ‘SD 


yo“ ds0p uyosay “A oo D2 


“889HT “dq PID 
“uo pun UoLDL0d.L0) 
yosog wnaWY “A'S 


“pp a 
‘swagsig onby ‘A ‘S'A 


“pp “our 


‘suaphg onby *A ‘sa 


PGT ‘0G “dog 


S69 “Te 


Srer ‘TI oune 
pepucury 
BPEL ‘6s “00 


eer 6 “00d 


GyOI ‘OL “AON. 


"1 7a ‘vowawy fo hurd 
MoD UnuwNTYA'S'A 


"1 Ja ‘hundwop 
aoa o1IUaD *A “SD 


*m0O—I 7a ‘hundwop 
10 Ppiupuns “A “S' 


eper ‘et ‘dy 


@pOr ‘OL “dy 


Sb6I ‘8s “ABIL 


SyIVUIO 


01} 
-eorpep 
queqed 


| SuTSTAdTT| 
eax 
£97 0H 


queur 
-spn{jo 
‘WoTy00s 

queen 

“Wned 


/SuysueoqT| 
Suyreaq, 
-Aqqe sou} 


ssedoid 10 yonporg 


pees 
“uM 
Jo 
ques 
=109, 


qmog 


mie 
woroV 


sqyueyed eyeatpap 
Jo asueoq] 0} parnber 
syuepugjep Jo sesserppy 


s80 Jo WOy}deQ 


queuspnft 
Jo oq 


PenuTWN—FS-THET ‘suorsra01d Husuaoy yuazod yma spuowbpnt isnagyuy 


59 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


58 


“*syuoyed uyez100 
Jepun uopyesued 
70100 Jo ‘sede 
-urep ‘sey}][B£01 
yooT]oo 0} WoL}08 
Aue suysuyiq 
‘uray pauyofue 
ere s]uEpuoyoq. 


“squ0 
~yed peystt ure7 
~180 uodn peseq 
SOM[eAOI yOoT[oo 
04 s}ins eyngysut 
04 Sutu9e}very} 10 
Saynyysur es 
pourofue st Aue 

-0100 JUBpUEZECT 


“uoryeydyo 
oad eoNOOT 


*syeOy 

-treyo yoyeuT 

pus Arouygoeur 
qoyeur ‘soqozeyy 


“1aysut ould 
“BUI PUB BIO 


“quemdimnbe 
Suyuoy Puy 


*squur 
31d wmnyueyty, 


sjonpoid: 
jeornesenieyd 
pur speormeyQ 


*yons jo woTeo 

-lidde pur sper 

-eyeur Supmid 
pure Suyoord 
“qsnd [eoyureq 


NS 


a 


aeeeeee epg 


-"O0-LL9b 


_ Heo ‘sepsay 
soT 39 36 3S°M 
OTOL ‘SpramyOS “V, 107TEM 

‘XN HOR 

AON ‘eay UO}sUTKeT 
907 “dio Yoreasoy 

Bite} 

‘so]03V S0’T 00 OT} 
~eydyoarg TSuoHeuIeIUT 

“HIEO ‘sopesrry sory “3g 

T36 489M OO0T “d10D 
Toned wary weRsoM 

“mapas ‘ssutdoyuos 
“00 Woy USIPEA ONL, 

“A'N 10K ANON 
“99 UIpP ISBA GGT “OD, 
PIOWXTC-1048.10,7-4819.q 

'A'N 10K MONT 
"49 Dak ISVAL GET “OO 


“TON “10139, 
“pla OUST FOIL 
“diop woyviAy xIpueg 
"Bd MIOX OHV “SL 
Tog ‘xen'T “gy 7IeAKO}g 

“sseyy ‘W0ysog: 
‘Cop queac}inys “a 
“q) UeMeeIg “Gg Iau, 

“KN HOA, 
AON “dI0D sartsrip 
-uy ssoy ‘ssoy “O uyor 

“A'N ‘asnovisg 
“ag sappep _yynog 
00g ‘ze[duw MA PHo[O “a 

“(OTT “1OIjaCy “WALT 

soy 48 ‘OAV UvUT 

ONL OSIOW \L AIVIO 
“eg ‘y10X “di0g 


Auge eT AOA 


“10 ya “"di0.9 uoypopdyo 
aq Ula “A ‘S'D 


“pp hundwod your 
puownd HL *4 'S'A 


"1p "0D 
apa yosswap * 


“dup 
uoHDIy Zpurg *A Ss" 


"NOS 


HN O'S 


Pas LN 


"CN ‘YoyAsunig MON 
“di0g sojaysnpuy ssoxy 
“Sse TT 
‘mojsog ‘y1¥q epAH 
“oO quvaoyINg “I “a 


‘jooq 
ye eA UeMTeI, 
“di0p JeMoTg UROLIeUTy 


ALN 
‘quo X MeN “di09 Bur 


“ON OP WO NDP ‘TF 
*A'N 0X 
AON ‘ABM pVOIg 
TI “out “op weit, 
“AN 
4IOX MON ‘ABApBOIg 
TIT “oO ‘prey [euOHEN 
“rN ‘ABaqey 
“aay ujooury set 
961 “OUT “OO 7 HOI 


“DOU ‘Honeg “oay 
GOAMVATTIN ISB LLTS 
“00 Jooig-jsny 19yIBg 


“yD 79 ‘uo7 
~viodi09 Suzuornpug 
wnyonpny “A “SA 


“pp “09 
poeT [DUNN “A ‘SA 
“dip uaz0b 
-Uasoy-UDW7YbIaM 
-siamog = pun “our 
“00 P yuan A “S' A 


“pp ya ‘hundwop foorg 
Ny wy “A ‘SD 


OP6r ‘IL “adv 


oper 6 “dy 


OP6T ‘2 “ISIN 


OFGL ‘er “G9 


SPI ‘Se “oo 


SP6I ‘TT "900 


S¥6T'9 “990 


Sper ‘62 ACTL 


sqIUUIO 


| ZaysueoTT| 
oy 
-Aypedoyy| 


SuTstaoT 
Supreeq 
-Aredox| 


Wed 


sseooid Jo jonporg 


squayed eyeorpep 
IO 9suddIT 0} pemMber 
sqwepuayep Jo sessezppy 


9880 Jo moHdep 


quourspnt 
Jo 918 


PeMUyUoO—FGS-T76T ‘suowszao.1d Gujsucoy quazod yym szuswbpnl ysnauuy 


61 


“A'N ‘opts 
Regcg sPpoom “oay Pee T0/S “pe ‘hundwog uy ’ 
sugeT | Oo |  omo“d'N J etre | “OO UIygeE'T uEopreMry | rT wooeMy “A ‘S'A | LFOL‘LT “O8T 


“syuozed 
uyejJ90 Jopun p 6 
sqqBu Suts0y (0) *eoyaap Bu1I94 ‘om ‘ued sis 

-ua Woy puyol pus | -stfer zeyjo Aue "cM pue urey qnog “0D 10 9209 sajsrbay ysnD 2 
-ua st yuepmayaq. |[---77-7-|---27----]---- @ Jo siaqsisal yseQ | Oo o7g0 “a's [a G60L | 10jSTHOM Ys TEUOHEN | MUOMONT AyD “A “S| LFOT'S “URE 
3 *AlouTqoeUL 
Suqsopo-ummnoea 
pues duryoed é 
umnovA pus “orgO “opaloL 
sarnsop) pue ‘as “spid Or" “00 “09 ssnip ‘ 
|------=-|---------| xe sqouTeyWOO SsetD fe) “HIGO "CN |77"O-T9882 | SSeIH STOUITIT-sueMO | sroUNT-sUaMO “A “SA | OFET ‘ST “deg 
“f'N ‘93uBIO 199M 
“di YXAL [eI 
‘ueMaUT, “a Tessny 
“AX ‘oyAsmorT 
“aay [81090 — 00G 
‘req Ivy weoyeury 
Jo areo ‘[yepuor serpuy 
“AM ‘oyTAsmoT 
“aay [exw — 00 
‘xed AY weopeury 
‘poy TW, Wen 
“PN ‘oT1es0% 
‘oay 4st 48eq 270 
“dog aXe, IO 


“snyeredde “po ja ‘ou “di0g sayy ; 
xe fee x|+ gong pue siya | ea lg | A MV uRopeury | wy wo a “S*1A | OFEI ‘OT “3dog 
“guys 
yoays ‘ssuyd ‘3 4 res 
Aqoyes ‘sels “KIN ‘3ut ‘SHLOM SSDI Bupws09 
Asopuyat ‘souls ‘TM 7109 '"9S [BISAID OFET thundwop snip ploy ; 
Jnacnaann|--aoennni xlo anerd ‘ssea eq | 0 | oO “G'N |---7~~~68e9 | ‘SHIOM SSUTD ETEPO ~RUaMO-NQNT “A ‘STA | OTE‘? “dag 
"uu 

‘p10j}13 77 ‘(pawpueys) 

mosMON “IT “MD 


‘oseoIqO += ‘(usounq) 
uvound ‘gf preuod 
“um0p 
‘piojjwH ‘(sapoyy) 
sopouy "“H "W 
“BIO ‘AIO BUIOYLTAO 
“(lenq) v3v "O LeO 


PIL 
‘oroumyyreg ‘(tend) 
AdaL “E 031095 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


“ag ‘suprpuy ‘(qied 
“WWHL) OYVLLOQUALL, “Ch "a 

“CN SftBALAN ‘ET 
“noyyeA) Avpy AnH 

“org “1yVu 

cupourO *(yredse yy) 
SpeypseH tf Joie 


Org ‘03 
-Buyyse a ‘(3[tudrex) 
qusor preMoH  uyor 


‘u0}3uTA09 “0D 104 
TW 00-17 Sv ssoursnq 
SULOp “OTT “A PETTY 
“£1 ‘u0} 
-B0yA09 “0D 1040: 
02-17 88 ssoujsnq Sut 
“Op ‘S[ORqOTN “T HUCAT 
“THT ‘ose 
‘queuspnt “THO “3S POO, TII0N 
oy} Joepun ge8 “OD Jejeyy UvoUNC 
STOT}ST[GO “xa ‘oTmOJTY ug 
syenq paumsse “09 Seb 2 TIO ssep1eag 
TRI uoya *(uAoUy 
OTH "GO} -un ssaippe) ‘dio 
-m89 “GN “2AV BPW prwpuryg oL 
edeW oop “0D “amp ‘pioyjeH 
Supmyounueyy “Ay MoTIO;ONJIeg 
TeyeW worm), og “our ‘sepory “HW 
Aq poambow (syreuey eag) 
Syosse “OO JOqO TT “00 WPI 3u LIE [ENG 
supped jen “O'd “uowuryse 
fore HT -eose yy “di09 yiedey ou 
Aq poamboe ‘ory ‘moyURD “aN es6r ‘or Atne 
syosse ‘peajos | ______. “OAV O1de WW 2eFI “DIT “pry ‘bur pepueure 
“SIP IernoryaA aa Sales m---saojomr Supe | ry [-------- Paar 69% | ‘Buryiwg avpnorye | -qing svpnoqyar *a‘s'A | oFet'g ACW 


quour poyes 
U0} |sutsueoy]|/supsuedqT| -spnfyo NL sjueyed oyeorpep 
SyIBUy -eoIpep eer Suyieeq | woryoas | ssad0id Jo yonporg | 10 qmog “ON Jo asset] 0} peambes 9sB9 Jo uoydeQ quemZpnt 
queyed |-Ay7eAoy|-Ay[eh0%| cae ques uoyy | sywepuejep Jo sesserppy Jo oye 

+ “m0 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


60 


penuyu0p—s¢-T46r ‘suowsiaosd Gususoy yuaynd UNM syuowbpnl Isnuyuy 


63 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


62 


*SIOUTE} 
00 pue suet 
SSU[a 0} samso[d 
BurAydde 107 
soqlossa008 put “TIT ‘0880 
‘Aroutyowur Sut WMO “JofeW WON 
J----2---|------=--| x|¢ -[Bas puke sammso[O fs) Bist “OO deo eM |-"09 don aA “A ‘S'A | SPOI‘LT ou 
“QOrA “3109 
*sIoT94SBy “49 WOT ISOM 092 “huvdwmog u0z 
pure ArouTYyo ‘as “00 wowing 7 Burue} | -Ing pun Ouzuazsny Uo} 
eaeceaee leseemenrel xle eur Suyuayseg | HOT, “et |777--~-0989 | sea wOWNE resvoart, ~mg yosiaaqup “A 'g'a | srer‘L AETT 
‘osvaTYO “aA y Aqnoy, 
482M OLS ‘HOI WosIpA 
"TIL ‘oseoTTO 
“eay AQNOL 3SeA\ 
ous “If IG “a “Y 
“EpRuEO 
‘oylequQ = ‘ojU0I07, 
‘sortddns “9g Uyor 6st “PIT 
Suryeordnp [oO “oO ydeisoounyy oT 
-Uays 10 spoueys "THT ‘osBaTTO) 
‘soutqovul 3Uy Teac “ay, AQNOT, 489 "pp 7a ‘hund 
oo oe q seoydnp pug | o|  omo ‘an j-— sEIFZ | 0048 “OD AIG “A “¥| -Mon WC AW 'A‘S'A| SEL ‘9s “eT 
“seu ‘syrey soddy, 
TOJMEN “9S ynUysEqO 
8eZT ‘UMS [eFUeIH 
“SSB 
‘sqt@q JoddQ wojaon 
“49° NUySOYO eet 
‘AMUICOOW “f Prep 
“SSB TAL 
‘si®q JeddQ women 
“99 qnuyseyO 8821 
‘Owaad “af Aorwpory 
“SSUINT “sq[@q eddg, 
*sureysfs Wo}MAN 198 INTYSOYO) “mp “0D 
x | or uuepe eg | 0 \---77 se “a |-7---"-osT9 | 8ezT “OD Memommep mL | nemoung 241 “A “SA FOL ‘ee “IB 
‘IMOyssuN0X “s}g 
Ue pues souor 
‘goy1ouy JO ‘d10O 
oTAUyIdg oyemoyny 
*su10} “ory ‘UMOjszun0 x “10 0 ‘DopsotU 
-sAs PUB SOOTA egg ‘BoTiauy JO 00 | fo Auvdwop sayyuydg 
xl* -op siz jooey | O ma | ~eset09% | epg oFeMOyny | 277DMornH “A ‘S"A | SFOT‘Oe “GOT 
“sI9TO]Sy “mu0D ‘Ainqi0} 
puesiougo | | 8M “39 TIN 66 “OO “hundwop outing 
x/¢ -BUL SUTUOISET ie} WMO “ql jom--o="§ eo8T | SupMMouUEYY [[TA00g | -onfnunpy nyaoag o ‘S'2D | ShOI'LT “G0 
“(puny 
‘ed =| -20a1 fo) “0p fuayyn; 
“soqiosse0o8 pure ‘erqdyeperyd “3g u39T | abnsong piogad pip 
syivd ‘soqzay30q ae Wynog Z 0D Arye | 09 Aum ebnI0O;g 
x/9 OSvIOYS OOOH ie} “AN'OS [ooo ‘9CE-1E | eBBI0}g OFyOOTT gk MNT ML “A “SD | 16619 “AON 
“eq ‘u048ut 
sur “109 saopaoqy 
AVATIVY [VSIVATUH 
‘CH AN poate oe COD ‘2D 98 *O,D aayouL 
+90 99°09 at 
S65 *) poses seyeid Sudg | 9 “PUL CN |-------- g¥g | OATJoUIODO'T UROTLeULY | -ov07T uv Asa Li6l't "990 
“WOT “ON}ECL 
cee ceo i IL Kew) “aay AIO 00L “0D "00 ary 
x|* symm poranmMW | | “WH d's |------~ By09 | IXY HOMO - woRUMTL | yoseC-uoquAL “A “SA | LF6I'H “BOY 
"um09 ‘Ainq 
“Arouyqowur Buy bie hes “REM “IS UMOIg “hundwoy 
x|/¢ ~Ue4sey “SIOTIO4SE LT Oo “amg “Cr FSI | OF “OD uOWNE yuKe_ | wong quaog “A ‘S'A | speI‘oz oun 
“pur 
‘puny, “sig ying 
pue uesy “soig Ted 
“puy ‘uos 
aepuy “dioQ youdT 
“ACN ‘eau “38, 
POT OO “OD sup 
smoRmnueyy ryOeGL, 
ieee BuTOo A 
«218 Sqooel Puy WIT 
“OD (S88LD Sit V-1es0H 
‘ordO “op 
OT, “aay wosTpEny 
oa it aa 
ssioyoo}s pus ‘X'N Sar) 
‘SIqey “souTyO WO ‘4g TBISAIO OFOT 
4g jou UOTHONS ‘SMIOM SsUIH SuTWIOD 
ae on “WmOD “pi0yyeH 
ine! (sere “a "cM OAV peojsouoH ges “0 3909 and 
x | er ‘SIOUTBIWOO ssepH | T ommo *a’N [77 9erF | “OO edurg - prope | -mgz-psofpiney “A “S'A | seEI'ee LU DY 
9 |e a gpntr peqes 
wor} | Sursteoy]|SutsteoT]] -Spnf jo HT sjueyed eyeorpop 
syreuey -eorpep| _eeay | Zurreeq | uorjoas | ssa001d 10 yonpoag | 0 ymog, ON Jo essary] 0} pammbar aseo Jo wordy; 
ff 5 i } r rdeQ suemspn! 
queye g |-<qyeAoy|-Aa[e40yy zoe, = uoroy | s}uepueyep jo sessorppy yo mea 


penUyWON—6o-TH6T ‘suorsaord Omsusoy quaznd yn syuombpnl yenuyuy 


65 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


m 
F 
E 
i=] 
E 
4 
fe 
3 
z 
=) 
o 
a 
a 
g 
H 
z 
I 
a 


64 


| x4 


x/9 
99 
a 


x | 


O16 


FL 
KX] er Or |- = - sssers yer 


-"By[0q DUB SMAI Oo 
“UOS}A 
-2]93 0} BuyyeIor 
JO IO} SUOTIET 
“18suy Jo snzeI 
~edde ‘sjonpolg 


-~sureysAs UPAR, 
“syuqid ony 
“oj wopj}oOur 10[OD re) 


“-syonpoad of A10y oO 


“sjonpoad [90}S 
sso[uyoys PUG 
qoays ssorureyg | O 


*synoqno 
esny ynodorp 
pue sjnoyno esngy 


“spoo3 


oyeryeqagdo On 


*SO}IOSS0008 10 


Seqqeo PETE-POTT co) 


“emnssaid 

Jepun sosvd pu’ 

spybyy jo aus 

~A0A00 04} UL 

9sn 10} odd ems 

-saad w0l}-3s89 
AesnyyWAQ 


0; CANS 


‘ao 
“HI80 “aS 


“N [7 "TLPTOLE 


0 ee) ‘PSI-FE | FO 


“am0D 
‘OTQUCTATTITM “S498 
9[38q PUL TILT 4S9.M. 
“op MeDg UBONOUTy 

“A'N SH0%, 
MON COAYV WUT 
089 “op Aerg sdiiyd 


“K'N 
‘qIox MON ‘eoyeUTy 
‘diog Auoqdoog 
veg ‘YsINGS}}ta 1104 
“map ABMIIVH E “OD 
aqBig Ip esnoysuryse M 
“KIN ‘10480 
-pou “4g O78}S Ee 
“oD yepoy uvuTyseg 
“Bg ‘erydjapergd “bs 
UOPZUIGSEM JSOM 
Zee “OO see y MYON 
“mua L, 
‘grods3ury ‘*di0) 
ssp | ospra | ONL 
SBN ze. eo 
qpinoeg — ukoTIOUTY, 
"BAM SBNQsyIe[O 
“OO SSBID PULLIOE 
Ra 


SATIN “YAVAMOIS LOZE 
*di0g sseip OUR, 


Wr 9M 6 
SSBLD AOPUT AA WeoTOUry 
“eq ‘YSINQSI1d ‘109 
-ua9 AVMayVpH T 09 
SsPID eI YAMS 

Route) 

‘opajoy, “eAy wos 

PET 809 “00 sscID 
plo q-sueMg-f9qQqrT 

“va “BUIpvOY 

“49 soued Le61 “0D 
pag synods oT 

“ep ‘uojduey “OAV 

#31009 “d10 4Ueur 
Mb soyw7g WioyyNog 

"St. ‘ooyneAt 

“WA, ‘UBsyyOTTT “M 
002 “OD TeEe}e IT oUyT 


“pp “09 
mang saciid “A 80 


“patauy fo 
“di0p huoydoog "A SQ 
"yo 42 ‘uotjns0ds09 
uoyolay mpuag *A S°A 
“yp ya “our 
“‘sojouyraL *A SD 


OD sone P wor *A‘S'D 


De 
‘hundwop sspjp) psoy 
-suamg-laqnT *A "SD 
“mya “dig pag wnp 
“PNT husybay “A "sD 


“yo ya ‘hundwog 


Mam WUT “A ‘SA. 


“—"A'N'O'S 


—“K'N'O'S 


12 emia 2 SAS | 


“UL 
‘osvaryO _‘sjourTTT Jo 
‘09 TeaydO uuvMETT A 
“O'd ‘uoysutyse 
soreg oenA-[ng 
“AUN ‘ioqsoqooy, “4S 
med 4g seg “00 Two 
“dQ quioT 7 yosneg 
“sseyy ‘edpliquynog 
‘99 OTUBOOW FT 
“oO TeondO ueopeury 
“X'N ‘HIOX AON “48 
TEM OF ‘(dio espoqT 
sdjeqq jo Aavtpts 
-qns) ‘dioO sjonpo.g 
daddop espoq sdpyg 
a 
‘osseg “yg pout) 
OEr “OUT “OD eIqG"D 
JOpUETIED-O4!WOFO OyL, 
“K'N ‘Apey 
“ames “Py JAN 
T “09 oFyo9oT [B18TE 
“K'N {110% AON 
“9AV U0JSUIX9T OCF 
"dI0Q aqeO jRIIUEDH 
“eV 
‘meyqsulmiig ‘py 
Wrqwepuea gozt “OO 
edi q WOI] ISB eUB MIT 


8, 
‘smquousy “3p 
puryamog gg “0D 
Aipunog Sanqyous'y 
"BA ‘anq 
-qoudd “4g ueideg 
8e6t “oD Axpunog 
yy ediq uvsiowmety 
I ‘oseaqyO “aay 
WRUTTEL, UIION 662-106 
‘suog 7 MOTO *g somes 


‘SIV 
‘meysuyMg ‘0D 
Aipunog 7 edig ‘s'a 


-ndo uvoyowy “a's 


agg qnwuaD ‘A'S’ 


fipunog pun f 
SAIS payun ‘A ‘s'A 


“pw ya ‘unduog 109 


“yp Ja ‘uonnsod09 


"po ja “hundwop 
adi 


GFL 8S “IBTL 


pel ‘ZT “ueL 


SPT ZS “90 
SPOT $ “AON. 


SPT ‘ST “AON 


SF6T ‘0 “300 


BPOI SZ 400 


SPI ‘GT ‘400 


SP6I ‘ZT “40g 


SGI ‘9 “SNV 


srel‘te Aine 


SyIBUIA 


queur 


1|Susueoq|| -Spnf jo 


worjoas 
quent 
Weg 


sseo0id 10 yonpoig | 10 


qmog 


ae 
wOTy 


squajed eyvorpep 
JO 9susaI] 0} perMber 
squepuoyep Jo SessexppVy 


seo Jo uONdeQ 


quemspnt 
Jo oe 


panuyyuog—se-TV6T ‘suoisiaoud Oumsusoy quand ynm syuawbpnl yenaguuy 


67 


E 
g 
B 
a 
z 
E 
4 
E 
A 
q 
a 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


66 


‘uosied 

Aue 0} asua0 
1] yuyeamba 
40 BTS 

‘8 poyUBIs su 
quepuajap ou} 
qsenbes qons 
0} z01d e.xorpAr 
syuayed poxsty 
(8 10 ‘euI0S 
‘ue Jepun 
quevordde sue 
0} esuao]] anisst 


“AN ‘AND 
puvsl Buoy “oAy 
URUNTTAS 91-9g “dog 


“worps0d109 19} 


qenur yuepuayog: [renee xlo “pmba step | 9 [--—~-a'N'a's |“ 109-4 | LeyoWOpINDIT on, | -swopynbyT ayy “A 's'A | I96T‘9T oung 
Jo amyoujnuent 
Jo sporjeut “TH foseory “3g “pp 
‘sessaooid S}t surepy “M 008 “0D ‘Aundwog@ wnsdip 
x/9 “preoq umsd&p | ry fmm Od FP L108 | umsdép rs powen, sams payuQ “A ‘g'p | I96I‘St AoW 
Aosier “diop xeing oy, 
“rN ‘AIO Aasioe 
“diog seatseiqy xeinq 
“IL 
‘oBBOITO ‘Spe X 0039 
uoyQ “Oop 7 Moulry 
“ACN ‘i@a BresetN 
“sjonpoid yqons "oD WNpuNiogivH oy, 
Jo ornjoujnueUL “SsBJA ‘10480010 
to woyjonpoid “4g puog Aen ‘(0D 
0} UT peafoaut UWO}ION JO Arerpysqns) 
ssa001d 10 ‘yueur *diog Suyuuey - 1yog 
-dynbe ‘[eq1eyeur “OUT ‘med 
‘poyjeur Aue “4g “oayy soln 006 “0 72 “00 but 
pus sjonpoid “09  suyNyouNUBT -anpnf[nunpy pun bus 
oe xl¢ eayseiqe paywog | OQ |----*ssere at [----""-eTTS | BUTEA BiosouUTTN | -wsyy MoseUUpL“A‘g*A | O96I'D “AON 
‘ed ‘Surpeay ‘6921 
XOg GOO 80d ‘SIT 
*ArouTyOeUT Buy} OE OrTTsAIOT 
Aso ‘ed ‘SuTpeoy ‘OF6 XO 
0 £1080 BWO 30d ‘syIOM “1 42 ‘syL0A4 9UYO 
aewnnon-|annna-0e-| xo pouorysj-ma | 0 |--"--A°N'a's [-7"""1z9-€F | ouTORT oTAXEL, OU, | OPT apIzAL UL -A ‘SA | O96I'S “300 
“A'N ‘H10X MON 
£98 DEF 188 OOT “OUT “our, “0 
jn-=---=-] x x|* neeeeeeeeeemrop=-=="] Im" ""FTBO “CN [777 """9FEOS | “OD UBD [e}TOUTWUOD | uDD po;uaUpUOD “A‘s":A | Oger ‘9s oUNE 
“queurdjnbe 
ArerTy 
-xne pus “yueuT 
-dmbe peer “A'N 
-a1 ‘soutyovut ‘as ‘SOA Mon “omy Hed “09 
ee x xl? ‘Buysoo soujye}U0D Ls f “WI8O “GN [7-7 H-95892 | 00T “oD UBD UBojIoOUTY | UID UDDoJLIWY *A ‘SA | OSI ‘eeroUNL 
‘XN 
“syuyad ony Kee) ‘HIOR MON 3g PBOI, Pe 
x x|* od pag el) ie) “MeO “C'S |W A-L082 | ST “OUT pons “ouy ‘sozoopuyaay, Bea O96T ‘8G “GOT 
eae -dynbe Azer ~Aeq ‘Auwqry 929 “09 "0D sagetboey 
x/9 -xne pus ‘su9}eTd By see a 07098 | JeISIsOy ees kee pivpunjg ML “A ‘S"A | FOL ‘el ‘ood 
-duey “dio 4yuaur 
-dnbg soyeyg wioyynog 
‘JHBO ‘oostoue..y 
ueg “di0p Suyangovy 
DUTT wpe” ogpeg 
“ory “puLaAgO “0D 
quoudinbg a3e3[0A-TH 
TBD ‘A910 s0ang. 
“0D onpata = efoO, 
CHleg ‘oosouvay weg 
"ouy “0D eouLYyO “g “V 
“eg ‘Smqsueeip 
“00 Suyie0ulsug 
Tewysnpuy 7 Avapey 
"TI ‘yaeg osor 
“PW “0p yuoudmby 
SIdOUTSUG (eornoatat 
“TU ‘o3uoy 
Pe “99 Woy LeFe “ay 
yuEpuesep “00 o1aoaTe IeIg BIE 
queaa oxy uy ATuO “ed “UINgsIId ‘g98 
Spread — ee ee 
V 9 
eae tapaeane punois eee TN “ape} 
\ieomere| enrere| pure seyoqtas Kewe) oomsyps “Dy TOATY 7) 
oq} Jo uorper” x {4 Suyjoouuoos}q oO FBO *A'S |" L-8684 | T “OD ofaqoaT Gy TesoMaD | spa ZoLaUap “A ¥ LL | 6h6L*p AON 
on a, Beaton "ea 
“ saat 9 Al Ue | Cee | |e ‘edid ‘erqdjapengd “di0p "10 ya “109 szua 
syueyeg undg pug s.& 8 cians Ae oP hed 4 GF-8eI | sjusjeq undg pueg | -yug undg pung*a‘g'- | eer ‘te Ate 
9mmqoemnuEU 10 
woronpoid 343 
UT pasn Azeuryo 
BUI 10 ‘poyyour 
Smooud Tet103 
-eur Aue pus “or ‘opofor, “3, 
eae | eee oil, omelet ig nag 
x X|L'9 | sserd ‘sieqy sseIp | O -HQLT BuyI0N-susag | Supwiop-suamg *a ‘s* A | Byer ‘es ous 
WOT} = |Zuystmedy]] Sutst99} dons peti 
i | -3pufjo Bele jueyed |BaTpe) 
Syeuey ~eotpep| sel Suyiveq | woyjoes | sseoord Jo yonpoig | 10 qimo0g “ON Jo oonion o1 Sarno esvo Jo uoT]deQ quomspnf 
quojed |-Aypedoy|-A3/eA0y sat ques woH}V | s}uepuerep Jo sessorppy é yo ojeq 
4 109 


penuyUwON—Fse-THET ‘suorstao1d Oussuooy quognd yya syuowbspnf isninguy 


69 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


68 


*estrooT] 

04 1U3Ia Oy} 

Sunboe syue 

-pugyep eq} uodn 

pouoryrpt09 

St syueqed Z Jo Buy 
-suaoq] Azospndur0g 


--77q180 edooseya,L, 


“queur 
-dmbo feoryo0pat 
“soqtddns aoys 
pue ArouTyoeur 
SuTyeuecyg 
*A1oUTGOeUr 
Araysoq doy 
ansere qruy uel 
pue Aroqsoy doy 
OSLLO HUY UTE 


cas 


“u0T} 
-yunurme Zuy 
-q1ods put ‘sjon 
=poad [woyureyo 
wourur09 ‘sjon 

-poid = yeormeyQ 


“souyyoeur 
Ssuyyeur 
YO0[q eyaI0009) 


“q70q 
Jo ‘aay AIP 10°09 


“soo 


68 Tepoynyze ose 


“sors: 

-deo jo 3uTTg 
pure ainjounue yy 

“selieyeul pus 

‘yuomdimbe Sut 
-OTIPTOD Taye AA 

*sKOqe 

Tequep ‘sm9yyed 
TeqUEp pouLwojary 


x 


x|9's 


fo} 


“-""OT “CA 


oo NOS 


pee K'N'A'S 


“PHA ‘a'a 


ANOS 


“BETO ‘A310 euI0g 
199 “di0g wD 
Surpiog ‘yueptseid. 
‘gempliop ‘“N ueAlsg 
“OW ‘AID SesuB yy “103 
-o011p ‘WosIeM “A BLO 
“BIO ‘AUD BUOUeTIO 

“4S UIE 480M OTT 
“diop Ja}LTeO SUIPIOT 
“OTN ‘AVIO Sesue yy 
“our ‘syreQ edooseja,L, 
63 
‘qI0X MON “9S ITRAL 
OF “OD [euOneUIEVUT 
OPAOOG_ osnNoysuyyso A, 
"eg ‘yang 
“SiN ‘898 XO eWO 
ysod “oD “SIN P 
Oem InoysuTyse A, 
“ssByy ‘U0jsog: 
“ag rerapeg OF1 “di0g, 
AsouTyBI sos pean 


“mma, ‘e001 
-ByvYO 00 SIAC ONL 
“je ‘u0ysuyar 
TAN “Spiq simouraN 
“oul “OO Pues s.iliO 
-WeN ep JUod UP ‘I “T 
“puelsug 
‘T“A\S opuoT ‘38D 
mBysuppng ‘% esnoH 
TQON  “P}T ‘sorysnp 
~uy peoyMIETO yeredury 
*K'N ‘S190 X 
‘snipuy ‘A UYU 
“A'N ‘si0 
-yuoX ‘uvarqjep sinoy 
“UOHAL 
‘ouedry “pata ossor 
Oore ‘lossog “FY aster 


‘uspy “uy 
supMyousnue: suoyg 
NOI euadyy 
“PALE Ossef OOFE “OD 
Supnpounuvyy Jessogq 
"a ‘uoysuur 
“TM “09 Suneousug 
oTMOqIeO [euUOywUIEZUT 


“WOT ‘0}30pUBA MA 
“bs eyry “dao, 
‘speoyuret 9}0puBs 

*(eadtis woyjonpey 
TTY Jo woysaicT sepeg) 
‘our ‘oyuoqueD eng 

4g AN HOR 
MON “4S Dar 
09 “oO UoKonpEY Ty 
‘odvoIyO “eay ef: ae 
unos oOTs — “d10g 
ommoqzeg pmb oy, 

{1 ‘ose01qO “oay 
UBSIqOIN YII0N 
Os HeqAy “AM Aoqueys 

“TU ‘oswory “aay 
weayqOuAL YON 08 
‘ag ‘usmjesnog [neg 

“I ‘oavoryO “oay 
Beason WON 08 
"0 Uvuesn0g jneq 


“TIT ‘oseoryD “oay ued 
TOTAL WON 0¢ “OUT 
‘aempsn0D 3 ws 
“pur ‘stodeuerpuy 
“ag eureqeTy yinog 
Or “OO PF ATT Ta 
“WOLT 
‘qouac “ANY oy) Fe 
“aay nedure9 qdesor 
“0D P sawq ‘outta 
ban CAN SOA, 
MON 9S DoF "M 
ogg “09 INULEg oy, 
tong (AN, SUOK AON 
“1S WIE “Feo “OUT 
‘saliojzeioqey [eueysny 


“pe 


pp 
“09 “Of pun 919001 


“dip fsaugyoopy 
aous pau “A 


“pp ja ‘Mund 


“yD 92 


“py ‘satganpur 109 


‘hunduog — bug 


"yo ya “dtog 94u09 
409 PINT OL “A “SA 


“p) ya “out “upwyab 
nog pu sboypy"A*s'A 


“hunduog 
pun AT a pun 0D 
P sang “ay10q *A "SD 

“uospiagoy saouedg 
“mM pup = hundwod 
HINUIT HT “A SA 


sou ‘99,0704 
-0quTy pouasny “A “s':p 


‘sq adoosapay, ‘A'S’ Q 


asnoyouysaa “A ‘SD 


el 


mop sang 74 ‘A'S’ D 


-uayD pIsedwuy "A *s"Q 


-nunpy lasseg *A ‘SQ 


E961 Fe “dog 


ec6r‘T eung 


£961 ‘81 “qeq 


B61 FZ “Od 


zeeer ‘oe Arne 


zor ‘ez Arne 


C9612 “ABIL 


2961 ST “q9T 


1961 ‘9 “3dog 


“og 


T961 ‘6 une 


SHIVUIO 


FUE 


quout 
| SUTSMOOT]| SUysusoq]| -pn [jo 

eats Buyreeq | woryoes | sseoo1d 10 Jonporg 
-Aapedoy|-<qyekoy| yuan 


“Hed 


qmog 


sjuoyed eyeotpep 
Jo asueaT] 0} paxmber 
syuepuayep Jo Sassezppy 


‘9880 Jo uoydeQ 


PenUTUOQ—~BES-THET ‘suorsra01d Oursusoy yuazod yp squswbpnt rsnuyuy 


quewspnt 
Jo oe 


= “yusuiapnf pz ¢ “quaUTspnf 4sT 1 
~ *squeyed 
s}f Jo [[ 10 Sue 
WO o4eoord1901 
0} soorde eastieaT] “AUN ‘Ape 
JI [Wo £108 *sdurey sameyeg “PY TANT “0D 
-{ndutoo Suismaoyy |-------- So 9 gueosazontyy | [77 ifs to] feeb daee | T “oD ormoata Tere | open ros9UIH “A ‘SA | HOGI ‘9G “IOI 
“syyun “pur “opt 
Buyqeses yor -SUBA “AAV WOzI0Py 
Roe enns| eae x |r uoydiosqy | O |---~--8d “a'a |----~"9g0TT | WON GIT “our ‘feAsag |-------ouz ‘poasog A*g'Q | POET ‘ST “wer 
“Baioy ‘espoq Hog 
‘aesqeH “V  eCqory 
“Tt ‘yunour 
“HBT “CIO OT pehoT 
“OW ‘A9ID SBS 


-usy ‘edde[p “gy epsTO. 
“BMO] Osp0q. 
og “op sumay 

By JUL espoq wos 
"I ‘erAUEC, 

“our “0D  949g[-GeD 

“OW ‘AiO Sesuvy “OD "yp Ja “09 81097n 

(ee x|* ma-== sqva toyownL | =O |-----OW "CM |77-"~"-G6g9 | sioINGInSIG Suyaveg | -qusiq Supwag “A ‘g'p |-----"--og 
O ‘puey 
AIO “OAV O48 

SELF “TozjiMg “T Ydesor 
O ‘puey 


*seoqAop pus 
S[elia}eUr 418 “our 
sane x x] 29 ssorong yyased | O |----mIeO ‘aN [-777~-o986s | zezé “our “sorg Jozpag | “sou sazHmg *A ‘S'A | EoGI ‘ze “400 
“PN Saeko N 
“oO omjoeT jog-suNI, 
“TIL ‘osboTyO ‘SHIO.A\ 


‘aust “0D duey 
dF] pazepyjosuog 
“pueyjoy ‘ueacy 
-pUurg wexerAquyuedure 
teow said (A, N 
“A'N ‘MI0X MON ‘ABA 
~pvoig OFL1 “Puy ‘sjon. 
-polg dapat Braeayég. 
“A'N ‘Apey 
auayos “Dy JOATY T 
“out oO oft }00[aT 
Teeuep = TeuWeu.UT 
ty “A'N ‘4pe} 
duryy ‘sdurey ~ousqos “PY JOATY T “py 
x/9 qusosepaBouy Tr 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


eo 
“OO oppo TereuED | poe IUD "A “SA | E9618 “00 
“oW ‘smoT “4s, 
“aay qynoudTd O19 | 
“dig oppo] Use AK 


“org “epAT a 
48 PUBPEAO 106 “0D 


~puraeta emis |eaeewer| *sureqsAs 3 “98 YOOOUvH 189M FE “du 
‘SyuoMSpNf OAT, > X/9e Fr] ~TeIqQoyempAH | O |----~- xenca's [--y8c-4% | 60D exeig. syetapAry | uoympoy ripwog “A'S | ecor'n “‘~O 


Uzemere| (Cor eaeee *yu0Ul oauaqos “PY Jeary T “yp ya 
x/9 -dynbe peo]13091T qr ENE [rn SLSh | “OD opApOBTT TexeUIDH | oso piousp $a £9619 “390, 


“WoO eqeHVA ‘juepT 
-seid ‘uemAy so1reto 


emg “di0g  4yueur 
“Tysuy [eseuex) ‘S104 
~delIp Jo pxreoq ‘uur 
-ayeqo ‘dsqoO jenmeg 
“XN 
IoxX MeN “VAY 
PU 480M OF ‘zqUBI 
“weMnig — weyeiqy 
ig, LN PleguoppeH 
(em puvida — o9r 
WUBI “A [essny 
‘uspureg “0p resid 
-u0O oIpey ‘yueprseid 
‘TuBIQ “sg  Aaturig 
"A'N ‘uApyoog: 
“4g edoH ¢9 “di09 
JesMOPUOH —-ETquIIVA 
“CN ‘uapureg “sg 
Pooasdog pus stacy 
“op asestepuog ompey 
' “CN ‘Weqezg “ony 
estes aerate bcs j= FIEMON 628 “dog, "1D fa “dion quau 
x | or -suapuoostqeea | J [7-7 Ne | ggeg | JUSUINAYsUT jeremy | -nueuz qisuap “A ‘g"A | eget ‘0g “dog 


WoT} |supsmeoTT| 3 100} dont oe 
r FT| BUTsteoT]| -Bpnf jo “AY Syuajzed 64¥0Tpo] 
SyIeurey ~eatpep ely Buyreeq | uoyyes | ssevoid 10 yonporg | 10 4mog “ON IO OsUBOT] 07 Teabes 9sB9 Jo uoT}deQ quemspnft 
quayeg |-Ay[eAoy]-Aqj8A07H, joe ques uoroy | syuepuayep jo sasserppy , Jo 98q 
1 “009, 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


PenUpWON—¢se-TH6T ‘suopsraosd Oumsusoy quaznd yn syuowbpnt ssnayuy 


73 


‘pusleaelo 
eweTIUQ 0Fa9. 
seaTseIqY —_ 4SETQION}S 
“UOT. “910.43 
oq ‘UBWION 4e ‘Py 
ofeT 006g “OD Saals 
IY ULULIEYg-10A8TD 


“4g BU OOT OUT 
‘sleonpolg }0US 18239 
“orto 
‘noTep “3g UeMEyS 
ee6r “OO sealseiqy 
[ea}g WeOHOUTY OL 
“sseyy ‘U04sog 
‘uOTIeIg 1380 TION 
‘osplig wale M 6g “OUT 
"00 JH ® JOYS 12S 
“oO ‘preysuey “38 
TeUBO PZIT “OO oats 
~BIQV 19918 SOL, ea 


‘q3mqsiia “48 Os 3 “‘D 
‘aa “HUTT 6g8) “OO Teas | 2 “oD eas paysn4g — 
xis "-"seafseiqe_[e}O TL fe} ojo ‘a'N 77777"! g¢1se | PEUSNAO ysmagsyta | youngsmr A “SA | PS6T ST “AON 
“quout 
-Spnf eq} Jopun 
SsUOTesyqO s,og1o 
“eq OUIsse 4snUr 
rr) yeoTuIEyO 
x Krouryovw r F 
‘ye ‘sof weg 
Ret aan Oy “oo Aioutqoe Ww oye 
“p9er ‘Te “ood Aq be THEO cone na 
oped  quepues we wes (38 USHNE 388M | 7 
-Op JO WOF}NTOssTp sArouTyOvUT as gee “di09 eorureyO 40D pworUayy — P ee 
soujnber yuourspne |--~---7- | xis suid qowod oO “MeO *a'N [7-777 980862 | P ee er hsouppoyy poog *A’s*A | W616 “3nV 


“SLT xog 091170 
ysod “Wed “qd peep 
eo ey 
‘OTASTIOL 38 _ THA 
TT “preqoio “f WICITEM 
“EN ‘OI[FASTOL 
“4g Ue T ‘(our 
‘TRUITT FP Ove 
jo Arxerpisqns) "di0p 
eouerddy [elajsnpuy 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


“fo N 
‘ Di ‘aM “4S ULVIN T ‘our ‘Aundwog uou 
= seit ———| 9 ee 9 benssreparar foso--gou | CONT Uomo p couTem | wan p eomqoat asa | yaer‘eg Arne 


‘MeO ‘episioary “syg 
Seeeen eres es [se "ao eddeyoeg 2 eurerg “uoynsodsog 
‘quoyed x/9 ‘Spurq UByoNA ie) “MBO “a's gezer | “dioD sujgnog saeyumyy | sozonog saqunzz a ‘ga |------ od 
syt Jepun 
n esnoysuryse MA 
5 07 :gesueott Sa ‘ed 
~queid yuvoltdde “q3imqs}td ‘39g Xo 
g oujuo peuoyy | aWoO 40a “di0p "yo 99 “0D 
a “Tpuod Supsueory |~ SE eseeaes yes sduey | oO Pe [ss ‘068% | 1900; Senpuan sai, ompany qnisuag *A*s'Q | PEE ‘OR CUNL 
; *puesug ‘op 
‘Syqat1 -u0T “pyT ‘ssa0ag 
quoyzed yuviad xojey [euolyeusojuy 
0} euoryeuryUy “PYT 
esnvd 0} pejoaiIp “sjonpoid "09 waqqny do 
a ere doyund pus peeiy) pus *K'N ‘HI0X Done ‘po 
i seqqny soyeyg | ‘sjonpoid XOqUy “aay 499 O&Zl “OO ‘huvdmog saqqny 
poy spuepuEsaq x x|6 xoqey INGEN | -O [-ANTG'S [77 F9S-08 | OQaNY soyeig peqUg | sang payuQ ‘a “s"A | P96T ‘8s ABI 
i ‘sostiaay] Juayed 
— Jo syuaqed aAqeo 
01 10 JUBIS 0} 
4ust1 syuupuejep 
uodn suoryeqrmayy 
pesodurr yuout 
fo] -8pnf qnq ‘perp 
iS) ~10 Suysueory “aa “our 
a Aaostndur0s ON --"“syonpord ssepp ny OO TE Ra 699% |--"- OUT “oD aueydofoy | “09 aunydopozy “a ‘g"A | P9618 “A8T 
“org ‘yeuUID 
iS -aID “aay Binqieyy 
Tole ‘COO ourqoeyW 
Oo SUA euupUID 
q Jo Aierpisqns) | ‘out 
‘SPPULIH Weuuypouro 
Q “STAAL ‘STITY 
a 2M “oAY [UO 
a “BN 159M 7819 “dI09, 
9 wy Pp Aouway 
=| *oryO ‘euUTOUTD ‘AoT 
-yeo “oay snqueyy 
oer INrss| If “as Toe “oO eurgoeyy | “2079 “09 auryonyy Our 
7 x|¢ sourppem Some | =O} “wo aa \----- Torr | SUI HeUUPUID aM, | - HOUUZIUID “A‘s’A | F961 ‘BI “Id 
B |. 
= queur payed ' 
A wor |Susueoq]|Sutsueor| -pnl jo eel sjuayed eyeaipep 
SyIVUIEy “eotpep| — 9ery Suyreeq | wor30es | ssevo1d 10 yonpoig | 10 qmog "ON Jo asueoT] 0} permmber ese Jo uoTWdeQ queuspnt 
quoqed |-AqpeAoy|-Aype hoy os qu9s wordy | s}uepujep Jo sesserppy yo aq) | 
4 “009 


72 


penuywoN—¢se-T76T ‘suojsiaoud Ouysuaoy yuozod yn syuawbpnt renayuy 


75 


“jeAoidde 
4amoo ynoyy Tas 
syuayed Suréng 
mor poqiqryord 
ere syuEpUayap 
aq} pus “SoD 
Bunyes0do [1 
OU} 04 111949. 
Aq soyes 04 yoods 
“01 UIA OL aps 
mirecod yuoqod "09 ydeaserar, 2p "09 youd 
beara Steen -quemmdmba euoyqdelaL, uy LESmLy: wa, 2 suosieiat Se 
01 UIO.IT POTITOI pue soo]Ares [Aer dncnen| | Aes ‘ oy a) , 
-00 Sf ay aural x x | oF suoreoyunum10g | IN'a 6F-LT | “OD OWOeTT usEysany | pan Us97seAL ea O96T ‘Fe "WBE 
(caked) Nee x|8‘9 coneeecemeneroperres| gy [aaenmnesopm=ea-t=a-"="-900T [------"OUT OTRO MONT | “OTYUMAL MaQT “A ‘SA | 9961 ‘LE “WO 
“queut 
~Spnf poug om} “syured eter a 
ure ‘Saysto IYO ‘Moyseq ‘(‘ouT : 
often al ed ono ers [== voor | suet} -og seer 3p ot | ormmam mage -A “| over ‘ze “dog 
Dory ssox puw Awyy |=—m-----fommo-m= x|s ystay opm | oO HO *C ured) 00 erat 9 2 
“oo Wodx@ sozpunoy 
“OTN ‘sInoT 
48 “eay Jeyseqoue AL 
1699 “OO [88 UIT 
“A'N ‘aodeq: 
“4g Urey, % “diog 
PIhop-uoysuyuAg OYE 
“ory ‘suq 
“mmnoQ, “aay susie 
Tee “og  ssuyyseQ 
peg edeyong oy, 
“TH ‘ody “oay ues sain 
-s1@4s[0q Keuce “THOT WHION OTF ‘Sart nspUnogy bee 
pagan ae "a'N [-7777"OFIZE | -PUNOT [o2}g ULopIOMTY | Jag WooLLIWY “A ‘S"A | 9961 ‘OE “dog 
x x/}9 pus seuIBly OPIS oO m0 “AN iF Bled 
“4g Buses — 4sBqy 
S84 “d10p [eaT MA 10307 
‘ed ‘erydpepenyd 
‘ay Wed sayuny 
ogi “OO ppg ONL 
AIH CONE "09 "00 out 
“a IB TTAL a 
21 0 Sa ina SfOOTM Te0 fe} “gore a "eae: e990 | TAL Ser seeH sahopy-haspay “A “SA | Set‘T AME 
zeit Rit 
oxfam Shy OUT omen ! aS 
*sdumnd "a" “neg yseq gene ‘(OUT pew M403) ; 
x1 Tero oyfnerpAH ie} ‘me: “a's “Ha-097eT | ‘eqoy) ‘oul “rwqoosey | ‘ous ‘ungoodupy “A “S'A | g96t'9 “dy 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


“TU ‘ose, 

“oxy puvlysy yInog 

“que PUB “IS WIZ “OD Ad 
-pugjop Jeqj0ue -dng PRONE W172 A, 

0} quepuay "ed ‘ys.ngsiitd 

~ep 8 Aq estiaoqy “4g AqzaqVT 10F “0D 
8 Jo oouens *suustueyoout eYBIg ITY asnoysuyyse AA, 

8] 04} WO paulo; Buyyeayjou-oyed “AN ‘104saq003 
-[puod st Suysuad Jo/pue seqvd “AV 389M 108 “OO "09 poubig 
“WH Asostndurog |---n- "== |--"- ===>) x/6 Suysso.9 SpaUSTEL or 2Nnoe Pern ‘2629 | [UBS AvaTeY [e1uEp | Aompwey possuay “A‘g'A | ogeI‘gI “Ie 
*10JO104 
Aressooou yueUT “A'N ‘103 
-dmbe pd mg -soyooy “3g 07849 EP “hundwog 
x/}9 TO[OO Jo SuIsseO0Ig ST aC ‘ost9 | “0D APO aor yopoyy UDUJsDT “A ‘SD | PII ‘TZ ‘00q 

*oryo ‘pIEg. 

“suByy “OAV 4S] ‘ou0js 
~puomieyqg YOVVSI 

‘ed ‘qaimq 

sid CIS UosTueH 
OES ‘WURY T WHA 

“PIN ‘WMojsI03 

“8H “pala wogsuvg 
Or “di0g = uiogsueg 

“puy “eyEAL 

RUST “48 IDL Top 

“diog jueudmby 2 
JOJBAQUIOOYM UwILLOUTY: 

‘oro 

‘puepasgig “3g 4319 

“H 008 “0D eatseiqy 
Tee puepeasig eu, 

“eg “euep 

“OW “0D eatseiqy 
ag erdpeperqga ie 

‘siqs1eH O8eorqO “3S 

UIBW “@ TOT “0 soars 
“BIqy [BJO UW18}s2 4 

“oro ‘puey 
PATIO “PY WOzIONT penuyywoQ—70 
zose “0D eAIsBIqY 0D p99g paysnsg 
Tee Teuoyen oy, | younqema “A ‘S'A | HOI ‘er “AON 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


queur poyes 

Woy} |Zuysweo}y| Sutsteoq]] -Zpnf jo eels squeqed eyeorpep 

syVUey ~eatpop ealy Suy1weq | Wor0es | ssevord 10 yonporg | 40 qamo0g, ‘ON, 40 9sueoIT 0} pombe ese Jo uoWJdeQ quourgpnt 
queqeg |-AqyeAoy|-A9]eA0y, quar ques uoyoy syuepuesep Jo sessoIppy jo o38q 

eg -m09 


74 


PONU}WOO—6S-T76T ‘suoisiaoid Bursuaoy yuazod yy syuawbpnt ISN4Quup 


77 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


76 


“quewapn{ [ears ¢ 


*quepueyep 
urOIy astIOOT] 
quojed @ Japun 
pemnyounuent 
queudmnbe Zur 
“Trp Aue soyeig 
‘peyuy ey} OUT 
Surjiodur uo 
Aueduroo usei0j 
Aue yueAaId 0} 
sqyuoyed urey.190 “queur 
Suyjiesse WO -dmbe sulyp “xa, ‘03s 
quepuojep supofug |--~~~~~m|—~m meme prm g TPA sed pus TIO. O |" A'N'’S [777 7FZE-£2T | -SNOH “0D alae “09 jo0L saybnz “A ‘S'Q | S961‘ “Id 
“oo reqqny woyseq “0D sagqnay U02 
eq} pur ‘oro ‘WOLTy ADC MYL PUD "OD Yor 
hawt caa| iacnmeeces| x|/s ----saqqni esuodg ol a'Nva’s |-77"e8e-Tet | “0 WEPOOH “a "A OUL | -P00H “HT "A ALL "A'S" | 8861 TE “IVIL 
*soywyg poqaa, 
ayy} Ur quer 
-dynbe sures 10 
oyuy Suyyzodury 
wo seyuedu100 
Prickomucy 
-100 yuaAeId 0} 
syuoqed uyey.100 *quourdmbe Su con AHO . 
Buyy10sse ULOIy -uimq jen} pus yIoxX MEN “OUT ‘BUT “our ‘buzssaupd 
guepuejep supofuge |---| L uopjexoued ureayg | |--7--A'N'G'S |""~“0ee-9er | ~FeaMIZUG WoHsnquI0D | -Uor SOHN 8 A | L96t'T “AON 
Pcl pera beatccn| Sac ee sosng | O -L0tt-O-2¢ |~-"di0p punoyserp egg, | punoyfaip mud A'S “a. | is6t‘ze oung 
“uorDat 
>’ s bieenabiiaes| (haaatiaieta| Ze ~-Buyysoq onouseyL | =O ~"e88-O-19 |------ dio xnyuuseyy | 499 tnyoudvpy “A “sp | Le6t'9 ACT 
“09 103800 “OD 407010991A1 
*syo1}0100 “TM pur “09 sforyU0D — | _ pun “0D s704;U0D UO? 
apace (eanarioag | xi|¢ emjzered wT, ie} ~~ “GpLpT | DOFTTT-ABIS}IOGOY ve ‘MDYS}L9G0Y “A *S’ sf i) a a 
“hundwop hy 
‘og Ajddng -dng uauyy undiauy 
uoUury uvoLoury pus | pun uorviodsoD youq 
fe) ~084T 0-89 | "109 YoRquaT[ez UMOID nMantey “umd 8 ish | od 
“sqautqea [0M0} 09 ‘hundwop mddng 
poorer [ramenston x |--------| aoded pue weurT | O “18F1-O-8¢ | S1ddng usury weojeury | w9UzT UHOZeWY A'S": | 996T ‘GI “AON 
“JUBPULAJOp a i 
Asmat] 0} 80 
quvoydde ae 
ssoyun syuejed 
emyny stq sepan 
seo panne 
0} yuepueyap 
exubaloensn sArouyyoR UL Seeks hs *di09 Arourga =| "di0p hsaugyonyy 4nd, ? 
“xed Jo SUO|SJAOIg xl Supyoues1O 0 |---a'N'a's |7-7-98e- TIT | ene resip TetoyyeueyuT | pouoroussqur “a “S'q | gger'os AinE 
——————— — ———— ———— ——____ 
“hunduog 8943 
‘os wien SoS | Marte ceee cae 
Sescgebn|oeaatiaewcetene |  [ocdaens, 1 Gt ee eee “09 any ‘Nundwog jfoye 
sweqsqaeg | | como ‘d'N cavse | ayenstueig orto et, | “Yolo oo aur ‘A'Ss"A | 990T'st “dy 
*oj010q4 009 ouryo 
queued 3 D001 
$100} pure seuTyo; el: “ob Toavuge 
oouwee || Eemeeeees oat eS he oat wep sMoler eg, 
Pp eee Pa fo) WOH “aa |~-----g092t |--00 loo, uEsIOTW em | 200.7 wod;yorrr “8. ‘s. ‘A. | oc6r'se ‘qo 
‘souypeur Buysse MpouNUCUT sors fe) WU, “CW 100% diog soyg persuen | sous poieuay “A ‘g'A | O96r ‘ZT “do 
oid Byep dTu0I} 
-09]0 10 SuIa} 
-8AS-SOUTTOVUT 
suyyengey Jo 
Prey ot} UT syUa 
~yed syuvordde 
oT} sepun astaoT] 
ASN [Xd OIOUT B 
quepudjep o4} 04 
yueid 0} ysonbar 
modn seeise yuBo 
-ydde om yeq) 
pus seutyoeur 
Buyssaooid eyep 
oytO09I0.10 su} 
-sAs SouTyoBUT 
SuyyunqEy JO 
‘eore OY} Ul sue “sureyshs 
~yed soy} yo Aue pure sautqoeur 
yopun ywepuey suysseoo1d-e}ep 
-ep oy Wo 4uoUT opmOr}09T@ ‘suIe} 
-sUTIJUT IOy 4s -shs pue seuiqo 
BuyIq 0} you gut -em ZuneNqey 
90138 yueoydde ‘rouTyoeUl pied 
289 powonyp suyemMgE} pus 
SE ORL “EMO spree suneInqeL | O AES | eek | wan |------ di09 pear “ssf | 9961 “wee 
WOy} =| Supsweoy]|Fuysueo} dont Lng 
aero | bs JO “FI syuojed 94voTpe 
SsyeMo -BoIpep| ely “epee sseo0id 10 yonporg | 40 qimog ‘ON IO esmedTT 0} permMber asta 
5 5 i Jo woyde; juanagpn| 
quoter [-ssqedou| -anason pan = uorjsy | sjuepuasap Jo sossozppy 2 Seer 


‘peMUNU0N—Eo-THET ‘suoisiao1d Suisusoy quazod ynm syuawOpnl ysnigyuy 


PATENT LICENSING UNDER ANTITRUST JUDGMENTS 


78 


———— eee 


“WUD ‘piojureyg “out 
ikacaeaail = xl* “"*"S19]0UI 038}S0q O [--""" um “ |---""~-OTOL | “ou a es ‘somog-loung “A “SA | 69616 “uBe 
YOK MAN ‘di09 ae) ‘ 
780 Dus ‘A119 oopxopy 
Sys ‘xeyds “ad *di09 wap 
“souour ‘Aoy oH “oul ‘spre -~00 pun “Wig xazuhg 
“squeqed -I0Y pyoieys -pueig uvopieury ‘AID Souy ‘spanpung uno 
WROPKOTT JO opjeqzuds pus MIOX MON “ouy “0D “May SUT OD 891270 
Buysueoy sopnpouy |--------|------== xl. yoorcosuaqreg | O [-"--""A'N'C'S |--"-sze-9er | SopTeads — ywomEND | -foads’ yoorayS “a “g'a | se6r'oE'AON 
*S20TAQ] 
pues srompoud 
‘snqeredde “89D YIOX MON “DOLIUL 
liaaabieal x xi¢ esodimd oped | |-----A'N'C'S [--77~"88-z6 | ‘eoqreury Jo“diop orpey | fo ‘dio ompmyy “A “ga | g06t'sz “400 
yueur payed 
UOT} |Supsueot| Susuedt| -3pnfjo NT squeyed eyeorpep 
syIeuey -BaTpep ely Suyzeeq | worjoes | sseooid Jo yonporg| 10 4mog “ON JO esuso]] 0} peMber 988 Jo uOyJdeD quomgpnt 
quojed |-<yeAoy|-Aqpedoy| guom ques uoyoy | syuepuayep Jo sassorppy Jo oyeq 
Teg -m09 


PenuywON—FEE-THET ‘suorszaoud Ouysuaoy quand yn syuowOpns ysnquuy 


